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ABSTRACT
Disrupting Poverty: The Impact of Academic Optimism and Organizational Citizenship
Behaviors on Student Achievement in California High-Poverty Secondary Charter
Schools
by Derek King
One of the byproducts of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was the commissioning of a study
by the United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare to better understand
the disposition of the nation’s educational system. By 1966, the most comprehensive
educational study to date was completed, the Equality of Educational Opportunity
(Coleman et al., 1966). The findings shocked the nation by concluding that familial
poverty restricted a student’s academic achievement, rendering all school-based
interventions ineffective. The researchers concluded that schools did not matter with
regard to student performance for poor families. The 737-page report indicated that poor
students equaled poor academic performance. From that point, educators, psychologists,
social scientists, and policymakers sought prescriptions to contradict the Coleman
findings. Through the lineage of social learning theory, social cognitive theory, selfefficacy theory, positive psychology, effective schools research, and organizational
development, theories emerged about the constructs of academic optimism and
organizational citizenship behaviors. This study examined how teacher and administrator
academic optimism and organizational citizenship behaviors related to student
performance in California high-poverty charter schools that served secondary students.
This study was an additional attempt to identify strategies that encourage high student

v

performance in low-socioeconomic status environments.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
In 1966, the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare commissioned a
study led by James Coleman of Johns Hopkins University that concluded that
socioeconomic status (SES) rendered all pedagogical efforts mostly ineffective (Coleman
et al., 1966). Extensive educational research later provided strong support for the
Coleman position that SES had a regulating impact on academic achievement beyond
school-based efforts (Edmonds, 1982; Hoy & Sweetland, 2001; Hoy, Smith, &
Sweetland, 2002; Jencks, Smith, Acland, & Bane, 1972). Coleman et al. (1966)
alarmingly concluded, “only a small part of [student achievement] is the byproduct of
school factors” (p. 297), arguing variables such as familial poverty, high mobility, single
parentage, parent education level, and limited desire for upward mobility largely
regulated the student’s level of academic achievement to low performance. Additionally,
the researchers argued that the controls of per pupil spending, teacher ability, and school
facilities had a limited impact on student academic achievement, or worse, were
completely ineffectual.
In the face of the dire conclusion that SES regulated student academic
achievement, some educators resisted the Coleman et al. conclusion and embraced the
moral imperative to uncover school-based efforts and characteristics that resulted in high
academic achievement with high-poverty students. Edmonds (1982) discerned that
because high-poverty, high-achievement schools existed, there must be a set of specific
educator behaviors and school traits that could be replicated. The result was effective
schools research.
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Two constructs, academic optimism (AO) and organizational citizenship
behaviors (OCBs), emerged as the behavioral norms and essential characteristics
identified by Edmonds’ (1982) research to impact individual student achievement beyond
SES. Hoy (2005) defined AO as a collective set of faculty beliefs that possessed the
following properties: “(a) collective efficacy, (b) trust in students and parents, and (c) a
strong emphasis on academic achievement” (para. 1).
Evidence from other major research overwhelmingly supported the tenets of AO
counteracted the effects of SES and prior achievement levels (Hoy, Tarter, & Woolfolk,
2006; Kirby & DiPaola, 2009; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006, Wagner & DiPaola, 2011). The
school traits associated with OCBs were also shown to correlate with student academic
achievement (DiPaola & Hoy, 2005; DiPaola, Tarter & Hoy, 2005; Organ, 1988). OCBs
were identified as “voluntary and assistive teacher behaviors above and beyond
performance expectations of their official role” (DiPaola et al., 2005, p. 894). AO and
OCBs were two empirically vetted constructs shown to positively impact student
achievement in high-poverty, traditional public schools. Developing AO within a school
setting fostered an invaluable collective mindset and encouraged all educators and
support staff to commit to high student achievement and to build trust-based familial
partnerships for both low- and high-income families. OCBs amplified AO by promoting
employee actions that went far beyond their vocational obligation. The joint deployment
of AO and OCBs positively impacted the organizational norms in the areas of perceived
educator capacity, trusting familial interactions, and academic expectancy of high student
achievement (DiPaola et al., 2005).
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Background
Following the Declaration of Independence, Thomas Jefferson advocated for the
idea of an informed and educated citizenry (Segarra, 2013). In 1784, Jefferson proposed
a bill that would create free schools every five to six square miles; free public education
became a reality near the end of the 19th century. During this time, education was mainly
reserved for the Caucasian populace, which was the original intent as identified by
Jefferson’s distinction noting, “children of the state,” which excluded children of slaves
and Native Americans (Segarra, 2013, para. 2). When available, racial and ethnic
minorities attended schools in conditions of squalor with less than meager support
(Segarra, 2013).
Civil Rights Legislation and Education
Poverty had a crippling effect on student achievement (Coleman et al., 1966; R.
Payne, 1996). Post-Reconstruction era, the nation’s minority population still dealt with
the potent legacy of that peculiar institution, which meant segregation, abject violence,
and poverty for most minorities. A large swath of the Caucasian population also struggled
financially as the infrastructure of the United States was ravaged by war and job scarcity,
and productivity diminished due to free labor being eradicated. Segregation was the
application of the day during the turn of the 19th century. Segregating the minority
population from their more affluent Caucasian counterparts limited their access to good
education and jobs, thus limiting their upward mobility. Segregation largely consigned
minority families to generational poverty. In 1896, the United States Supreme Court
upheld the practice of race-based student segregation when it rendered the Plessy v.
Ferguson decision enforcing the doctrine of separate but equal in the nation’s schools.
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This remained the law of the land until it’s repudiation in 1954 with the Brown v. Board
of Education of Topeka Kansas decision. The Brown decision declared separate schools
for black and white students unconstitutional. Since the Brown decision, the United
States sought to best understand how all students achieve academic success in public
schools. For years after the Brown decision, the nation’s minority population struggled
to have rights equal to that of the Caucasian citizens in both school and the society at
large. This led to the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
Socioeconomic Status and Student Achievement
One of the immediate byproducts of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was the
commissioning of a study by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare led
by Johns Hopkins University to “understand the critical factors relating to the education
of minority children” (Coleman et al., 1966, p. 1). Although the aim of the study was to
investigate the present circumstance of the minority student, the comparative nature of
the research required that students and schools of mainly Caucasian attendance and
staffing be equally included. The examination included both urban and rural areas, and
more than 645,000 students of varied racial backgrounds. The research primarily sought
to best understand school outcomes in two specific areas, academic achievement and
motivation. Achievement measured the school’s accomplishments; motivation showed
the level of interest the school creates for future endeavors (Coleman et al., 1966).
The findings of the study were shocking and greatly displaced the present-day
educational thinking proclaiming that SES was the greatest predictor of academic success
rendering any and all instructional interventions mostly ineffective. In short, schools
made little difference in predicting academic achievement. The study claimed that the
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controls of per pupil spending, school facilities, teacher characteristics, number of books
in the library, and classroom size were futile against the constraints of SES (Coleman et
al., 1966). Over the next forty years, several bodies of literature and most educational
practitioners accepted this determination (Edmonds, 1982; Hoy & Sweetland, 2001;
Jencks et al., 1972; Kirby & DiPaola, 2009). Although a minority of skeptics criticized
the Coleman study for limited choice of school characteristics and improper modeling,
the proclamation that SES regulated academic achievement was pedagogically accepted
(Aitken & Longford, 1986; Cain & Watts, 1970; Cooley, Bond & Mao, 1981).
Effective Schools Research
Ronald Edmonds (1982), Director of the Center for Urban Studies at Harvard
University, refused to surrender to the Coleman edict and published a retort identifying
the characteristics of effective schools. Edmonds (1982) highlighted the existence of
high-poverty, high-achieving schools; the result was effective schools research, which
found the correlates of effective schools were:
1. Principal leadership focused on the quality of instruction.
2. A schoolwide understanding of the instructional focus.
3. A school climate conducive to teaching and learning.
4. Teacher expectations and beliefs that all students could obtain at least
minimum mastery.
5. Student achievement as the basis for program evaluation.
Edmonds (1982) was not dismissive of the impact of family background, but
included school efficacy as a strong variable of academic achievement. Several academic
researchers also found the Coleman conclusion problematic for the fate of high-poverty

5

students (Bliss, Firestone, & Richards, 1991; Block, Everson, & Gusky, 1994;
Brookover, Erickson, & McEvoy, 1982; Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Outston, & Smith,
1979).
Social Cognitive Theory and Self-Efficacy
By 1986, a discussion begun around the concept of self-efficacy, which was an
offshoot of earlier work on social cognitive theory, both pioneered by psychologist Albert
Bandura. Social cognitive theory posited that “past experiences influence [and] reinforce
expectations, and expectancies, all of which shape whether a person will engage in a
specific behavior” (Boston University School of Public Health, 2016). Self-efficacy, by
extension, was a cognitive self-evaluation (American Psychological Association, 2016).
Bandura and Cervone (1983) stressed that motivation derived from self efficacy was
based on an individual’s internalized standard compared to performance against that
standard.
Applied to classroom instruction, self-efficacy rendered teacher self-efficacy.
Teacher self-efficacy centered on a teacher’s determination and belief that they could
affect student achievement in the face of student apathy, SES influences, student
behavior, and so forth (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001). Teacher self-efficacy
was positively correlated with student success (Ashton & Webb, 1982; Berman,
McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly & Zellman, 1977). Applied to students, self-efficacy positively
correlated with increased academic achievement (Bandura, 1986).
The Achievement Gap
The work on social cognitive theory, self-efficacy, and effective schools research
began to reverse the terminal diagnosis low SES held on a high-poverty student’s
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academic performance. State and national mandates emerged to force schools to increase
academic achievement for all students, including minorities and those of low SES. This
began the discussion on closing the achievement gap that existed between Caucasian
students of middle class means and minority students and students of low-SES
backgrounds.
Charter Schools
Rather than national origins, the charter school initiative began when Harvard
business school professor Clayton Christensen and a few colleagues began discussing the
idea of disrupting the classic school district education governance model (Johnson,
2015). In 1991, Minnesota was the first state in the nation to pass a law allowing charter
schools. Currently, 43 states allow charter schools, which service approximately 2.3
million students nationwide (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2015).
Charter schools are public schools of choice that operate under a locally granted
performance contract, or charter, which details the school’s mission, program, students
served, performance goals, and methods of assessment (Uncommon Schools, n.d.).
When issued, charter contracts usually range from a period of three to six years with the
renewal process happening at negotiated intervals in perpetuity. If a charter contract is
revoked or not renewed for poor performance, the charter school must cease operations
and all public funding ends. Students who attended the closed charter school are
immediately displaced. Although not required to adhere to all of the state public
education regulations, all charter schools must participate in the statewide testing
accountability process (Uncommon Schools, n.d.). The confluence of the pressure from
the chartering body alongside the requirement to reach statewide student achievement
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thresholds forces charter schools to focus on student learning and improving student
achievement outcomes. Additionally, most charter schools were opened in urban areas
with high concentrations of low-SES students (Taylor & Perez, 2012). The combination
of high populations of low-SES student and the pressure to increase student performance
from the chartering bodies made charter schools fertile ground to deploy strategies to
produce high achievement with high-poverty students.
State and National Education Mandates
With the confirmation that schools could impact academic achievement in the
face of a student’s SES, state and national mandates emerged. In 1998, the U.S.
Department of Education sponsored a study to identify the characteristics of the top
scoring or most improved 1,200 schools with poverty levels that exceeded 50% (Barth et
al., 1998). The resulting mandates were the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, the
federally funded incentive Race to the Top program of 2008, and most recently, the
Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015.
Academic Optimism (AO) and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs)
The combining assertions of social cognitive theory, self-efficacy, and effective
schools research were the underpinnings of AO and OCBs.
Academic optimism. AO was defined as a construct comprised of three
dimensions: the faculty’s collective efficacy, faculty trust in parents and students, and the
school’s academic emphasis (Hoy et al., 2006). McGuigan and Hoy (2006) specifically
stated:
[AO] is a shared belief among faculty that academic achievement is
important, that the faculty has the capacity to help students achieve, and
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that students and parents can be trusted to cooperate with them in this
endeavor – in brief, a school wide confidence that students will succeed
academically. (p.204)
Collective efficacy. Collective efficacy referred to a plural educator-focused
application of Bandura’s self-efficacy. Collective efficacy accounted for the shared
belief of the entire teaching corps within a specific school setting to foster increased
academic achievement within the entire student body (Bandura, 1986). The results of
extensive research established the positive relationship between collective efficacy and
academic achievement in schools (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000; Pajares, 1994;
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 1998).
Faculty trust in parents and students. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000)
highlighted the five facets of trust as benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and
openness. Trust enhanced the learning environment by creating positive connections
between families and schools (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Additionally,
faculty trust of parents and students showed a positive relationship to student success
(Goddard et al., 2001; Hoy, Tarter & Bliss, 1990; Tarter, Bliss & Hoy, 1989; TschannenMoran & Hoy, 2000).
Academic emphasis. The basis of the element of academic emphasis was a
school’s focus on high individual and collective student achievement (Hoy et al., 2002).
Academic emphasis borrowed from the effective schools concept in the areas of (a)
setting high, achievable goals; (b) maintaining a serious and orderly environment; and (c)
building high student motivation for academic success (Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Hoy, Tarter
& Kottkamp, 1991). Research also confirmed that a school’s academic focus was linked
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to student achievement without regard for SES or racial makeup (Lee & Bryk, 1989).
The three elements of AO provided a framework for behavioral expectations and norms
for all members employed within a school setting.
Organizational citizenship behaviors. OCBs research was pioneered by
Bateman and Organ (1983) and C. A. Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) when studying the
employee behaviors within corporations. Along with other organizational research, the
intent was to determine the relationship between job satisfaction, employee interaction,
job performance, and worker productivity (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; MacKenzie,
Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1991; Skarlicki & Latham, 1995).
DiPaola et al. (2005) studied OCBs within the school setting. The research
focused on educational employee behaviors that exceeded those identified in the
respective job descriptions. Within the school setting, OCBs impacted student
achievement beyond the restrictions associated with SES. OCBs included assisting
beginning teachers with instructional and classroom management supports, seeking
innovative curricular and instructional tactics, providing extra tutoring when needed, and
paying for instructional aids or personal student needs out-of-pocket (DiPaola et al.,
2005).
The connectedness of the two frameworks, AO and OCBs, allowed researchers to
examine how combining a specific organizational mindset (AO) with specific actions
(OCBs) outpaced the effects poverty had on student achievement in the public school
setting (Krug, 2015; Messick, 2012; Wagner, 2008). Wagner and DiPaola (2011), Hoy
(2005) and Guvercin (2013) all expressed a need for research to be conducted on the
influence of the combined constructs of AO and OCBs in settings other than the
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traditional public school environment. Guvercin (2013) expressly suggested that a study
be replicated in the charter school setting. To date, no study could be found that
examined the influence of AO and OCBs in a secondary charter school setting. This
study sought to fill that gap by examining how AO and OCBs impacted student
achievement in California charter schools that served grades 7 through 12.
Statement of the Research Problem
A body of major studies strongly indicated that the use of AO and OCBs in
California traditional public schools disproved the 1966 Coleman edict by producing
high-achieving, high-poverty schools (DiPaola & Hoy, 2005; DiPaola et al., 2005;
DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Kirby & DiPaola, 2009; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006;
Wagner & DiPaola, 2011). Nearly 32 million children in the United States live in lowincome families (Jiang, Ekono & Skinner, 2015). Over two million students attended
public charter schools that typically operated in urban, high-poverty areas (NCES, 2015).
The effort to see that all children, regardless of their SES, where they lived, or their
demographic background, received an education that prepared them to fully participate in
society as an adult was a major part of the mission of schools in the United States.
Research was conducted on the impact of AO and OCBs at all levels of traditional
public schools and at the elementary level of charter schools. The positive impact of AO
and OCBs was documented in numerous settings (Guvercin, 2013; Krug, 2015; Messick,
2012, Wagner, 2008). Given the documented success at these levels of education, it
might be assumed the AO and OCB approach would also have a positive impact at the
secondary level of charter schools. However, such an assumption has no documented
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support; no research has been conducted on the impact of AO and OCBs on students
from low SES backgrounds in the secondary charter school environment.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative, correlational study was to determine the
relationship between teacher and principal academic optimism, as measured by the
School Academic Optimism Survey (SAOS), teacher and principal organizational
citizenship behaviors, as measured by the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale
(OCBS), and student academic achievement, as measured by the California Assessment
of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP), in California high-poverty charter
schools that served secondary students.
Research Questions
This study was guided by the following three research questions:
1. What is the relationship between principal and teacher academic optimism and
student achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve
secondary students?
2. What is the relationship between principal and teacher OCBS and student
achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve secondary
students?
3. What is the predictive relationship between principal and teacher academic
optimism and organizational citizenship behaviors in terms of student
academic achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve
secondary students?
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Significance of the Problem
Studies strongly indicated the use of AO and OCBs in California traditional
public schools could produce high-achieving schools in high-poverty neighborhoods
(DiPaola & Hoy, 2005; DiPaola et al., 2005; DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Kirby
& DiPaola, 2009; McGuigan & Hoy, 2006; Wagner & DiPaola, 2011). With nearly 32
million children living in low-income families (Jiang et al., 2015) and over 2 million
students attending public charter schools (NCES, 2015), it is important to know if such
methods would have similar outcomes in secondary charter schools.
This study sought to add to the present research by determining if AO and OCBs
were equally effective in the California high-poverty charter school setting that included
secondary students. The results could offer additional support that AO and OCBs
directly impact secondary charter school academic outcomes through an enhanced
commitment on achievement while also building trusting teacher, student, and parent
relationships. Further, it could provide charter school principals that serve secondary
populations a blueprint to build cultural norms centered on extra-vocational effort and
collaboration. Understanding the impact of AO and OCBs on student achievement could
serve to improve the effectiveness of school site principals and teachers in all low
socioeconomic environments by providing a proven set of tools to increase student
performance and family-to-school interactions. Filling this knowledge gap could benefit
those in most need, secondary students from high-poverty families who attend California
charter schools and the California secondary charter school educators who serve them.
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Definitions
The key terms used in this study were defined as follows:
Academic Emphasis - a school’s focus on high individual and collective student
achievement (Hoy et al., 2002).
Academic Optimism - a construct comprised of three dimensions, a faculty’s
collective efficacy, faculty trust in parents and students, and a school’s academic
emphasis (Hoy et al., 2006).
California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) – a
school-wide score that incorporates the various statewide tests administered in different
subject areas and grade levels across the state of California.
Charter School - an independently run public school granted greater flexibility in
operations in return for greater accountability for performance. The charter served as a
contract detailing the school’s mission, program, students served, performance goals, and
methods of assessment (Uncommon Schools, n.d.).
Collective Efficacy - the perceptions of teachers in a school that their combined
efforts positively affect students, including those considered the most difficult to serve
(Goddard et al., 2000).
Dependent Charter School - a public charter school in which the employees
were employed by the charter granting organization.
High Poverty Charter School – a public school that operates under a
performance contract that has a Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) count that exceeds 50%.
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs) - employee behaviors that
exceeded those identified in the respective job description.
14

Organizational Citizenship Behavior Survey - a 12-item Likert-type scale that
measures the degree to which the teaching faculty of a school engaged in organizational
citizenship behaviors; the higher the score, the greater the extent of organizational
citizenship of the school.
Schoolwide Academic Optimism Scale (SAOS) - a questionnaire used to both
measure and index a school’s collective efficacy, the faculty’s trust in students and
parents, and the school’s academic emphasis.
Secondary School - schools that serve students from grades 7 through 12.
Self-efficacy - an individual’s belief that he or she will be able to accomplish a
specific task (Bandura, 1986).
Socioeconomic Status (SES) – the relative standing in society based on income,
power, background, and prestige (Woolfolk-Hoy, 2007).
Teacher efficacy - a teacher’s confidence in his or her ability to promote a
student’s learning (Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000).
Delimitations
Each school within the study held the charter school identifier on the California
Department of Education (CDE) website. Specifically each school within this study met
the following criteria:
1. The school offered a general education, vocational education, or college
preparatory mission consistent with district and state graduation standards.
2. The school had a free- and reduced-price lunch (FRL) count of over 50%.
3. The school had 2014-15 and 2015-16 CAASPP data available from the CDE
website in the areas of ELA and mathematics.
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4. The school did not offer modified charter curricular solely for the purpose of
credit recovery.
Organization of the Study
Chapter I consisted of an overview of the study, including background
information, the purpose of the study, the research questions, definitions, and
delimitations. Chapter II presents a review of the relevant literature relating to
socioeconomic status and student achievement, psychology theories and learning,
academic optimism, organizational citizenship behaviors, and charter schools. Chapter
III provides a thorough exploration of the research methodology, study design, study
population, study sample, and limitations of the research. Chapter IV describes the data
and key findings from the analysis process. Chapter V presents the study’s conclusions,
including recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between teacher and
administrator Academic Optimism (AO), as measured by the School Academic Optimism
Survey (SAOS), teacher and administrator Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs),
as measured by the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale (OCBS), and academic
achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve secondary students.
This chapter is an exhaustive review of literature relating to or undergirding the
relationship between socioeconomic status (SES) and academic achievement, AO, OCBs,
and charter schools. The topics of the literature review were sequenced to encourage an
understanding of SES and academic achievement, the theories and frameworks that led to
the development of the constructs of AO and OCBs, and the history of charter schools.
The literature review includes both proponents and opponents of all positions.
Socioeconomic Status and Student Academic Achievement
The linkage between SES and student academic achievement originated in the
findings associated with a 1966 study titled Equality of Educational Opportunity, which
was led by Dr. James Coleman. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 led the U.S. Office of
Education to commission Coleman and other members of Johns Hopkins University to
examine the educational disposition of the nation’s minority population. The 50-state
study included over 600,000 ethnic minority and Caucasian youth of urban, rural, and
metropolitan areas. The study participants included families of low-, moderate-, and
high-SES. The study’s grave conclusion was that familial poverty regulated student
academic achievement to low, rendering all school-based interventions ineffective
(Coleman et al., 1966). The Coleman study concluded that in the face of poverty, schools
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did not matter. Supporting this conclusion, researchers surmised that familial poverty
restricted individual student performance, specifically due to an enhanced likelihood of
poor student health, low parent education, social disincentives related to high academic
achievement, a higher tendency for student disruptive behaviors, high mobility, and the
likelihood for less qualified teaching and administrative staff in low income area schools
(R. Payne, 1996; Rothstein, 2008; Tileston & Darling, 2008). The dire sentiment
associated with the Coleman edict was that since a family’s SES was beyond the reach of
the school setting, poor students equaled poor student outcomes. Researchers even
concluded that transferring a low-SES student to a high-income area school would have
no impact on improving the academic outcome for the respective student (Rothstein,
2008).
Although most educational practitioners, theorists, and social scientists embraced
the Coleman et al. (1966) conclusions, sharp criticism came from a swath of researchers
who challenged the findings on the basis of improper modeling and antiquated
methodology (Aitkin & Longford, 1986; Cain & Watts, 1970; Cooley et al., 1981;
Hanushek, 2016; Rivkin, 2016). Additionally, a healthy contingent of educators and
theorists reasoned that school-based interventions could produce high achievement in
areas of high-poverty (Edmonds, 1982; Egalite, Kisida & Winters, 2015; Goldhaber,
2002; Hanushek, 2011; Hattie, 2009; Marzano, 2007; R. Payne, 1996; Williams, 1996).
The biggest byproduct of the Coleman et al. (1966) study was a paradigm shift on
how schools were judged. Prior to the Coleman report, schools were assessed based on
inputs such as levels of per pupil spending, ratio of library books to students, school size,
and facilities (Hanushek, 2016). The Coleman et al. (1966) findings encouraged
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policymakers, educational administrators, governing boards, and parents to rate schools
on their outputs or results such as test scores, academic progress, graduation and college
acceptance rates, and employment. The Coleman report was further criticized for its
limited focus on the role teacher ability played in student achievement (Rivkin, 2016).
The Coleman study gave little consideration to why some teachers consistently had
student learning levels that outpaced their teaching peers (Edmonds, 1982). A large body
of detractors summarily dismissed the Coleman findings as invalid for not including the
critical role teachers had on student performance nor the role that other qualitative
variables (e.g., peer support, motivation) had on academic outcomes (Marzano, 2007;
Rivkin, 2016).
The Coleman report was one of the earliest examples of educational research
impacting educational policy. With the impetus of the Coleman study being the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the findings created the linkage between research and legislation.
The stated purpose of the study was to highlight the differences between the schools
attended by southern Caucasians and those attended by African Americans, and to use
legislation to correct the identified inequities (Coleman et al., 1966). In the wake of the
study, legislators and educational practitioners sought prescriptions to encourage high
achievement in the face of familial poverty. President Johnson used the findings to
bolster the decision to force desegregation, noting that school integration benefited
minorities without injuring the Caucasian majority (Rivkin, 2016).
Poverty, Student Health, and Academic Achievement
Biological and environmental risk factors were considered important variables
when predicting academic achievement (Meisels & Wasik, 1990). Although poverty was
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not necessarily a precursor to poor health, low income amplified the probability that
health risk factors created chronic illness and that positive improvements in health
behaviors (e.g., reduction of fast food consumption, gym membership, smoking
cessation, vitamin supplementation) were not culturally adopted (American Academy of
Family Physicians, 2015). A copious amount of research suggested that families of low
SES were much less likely to receive routine medical checkups, including vision and
hearing examinations, as well as adequate prenatal care (Anderson, Scrimshaw, Fullilove,
& Fielding, 2003; Gabarino, 1991; Mendoza, 1994; Schoen et al., 2015). This dereliction
of proper health screening and maintenance negatively impacted a student’s reading
acquisition, school attendance, and cognitive development (R. Payne, 1996; Schoen et al.,
2015).
In recent years, studies identified the amplified scarcity of fresh fruit, fresh
vegetables, and meat in high-poverty areas, coining the term, food deserts (Gallagher,
2006; Ogburn, 2010; Severson, 2008; Walsh, 2008). The nutritional deficits associated
with poverty paired with the impact of receiving less than adequate medical care could
result in chronic illness and fatigue (Gabarino, 1991), which could be catastrophic for the
low-SES student. Health-related deficits created an academic disadvantage as early as
prekindergarten, spawning and early achievement gap that could continue throughout a
child’s academic career (Hurley & Lustbader, 1997; Poole, 1997). Moreover, these low
SES-related academic delays mimicked cognitive delays, which fostered pedagogical
misdiagnosis toward special education and created an obstacle with student engagement
(Sallis, 2000). The health disposition of the respective student impacted academic
achievement and the health status of immediate family members also advanced the role

20

of the young student to co-parent for younger siblings or serve as a caregiver for adults
within the household, further limiting available learning time (R. Payne, 1996).
An examination of the connectivity of student health and academic achievement
would be incomplete without including the impact of adolescent health risk behaviors on
student performance. The risk behaviors of smoking, sexual activity, drug use, suicidal
ideation, violence, and alcohol use were amplified for low-SES students because the
failsafe of regular medical check-ups were less likely to be present (Evans & Kim, 2007;
Murali & Oyebode, 2004; Schoen et al., 2015).
Broad consensus existed to support the correlation between school-based health
and nutrition initiatives and increased attendance, reduced dropout rates, and higher
graduation rates (Evans & Kim, 2007; Murali & Oyebode, 2004; Schoen, et al., 2015).
Nutrition and school-based health initiatives combated fatigue, sharpened mental focus,
and reduced the impact of chronic, minor concerns of physical well-being by providing
preventative care and food energy necessary for students to be attentive during classroom
and homework study sessions.
Poverty, Student Behavior, and Academic Achievement
The body of literature on poverty and student behavior indicated that low-SES
students were more likely than medium- to high-income students to display antisocial and
disruptive behaviors in the school setting (Allusen, Belsky, & Booth-LaForce, 2005;
Anthony, Anthony, Morrel, & Acosta, 2005; Qi & Kaiser, 2004). However, this
conclusion was tempered by researchers who argued that teacher and administrator
disciplinary response was more aggressive with high-poverty and minority students, thus
skewing the association between poverty and student discipline rates (Baharudin &
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Luster, 1998; Bowers, 2013; McLoyd, 1998; Perry, 2014). R. Payne (1996) argued that
high poverty increased the likelihood of student disruptive behaviors due to a poor
understanding of middle class social norms, a lack of impulse control, and the cultural
tendency to use physical violence in response to conflict.
Although the research debated how the variables of high poverty and high student
discipline rates were associated, there was no debate on the connection between
disruptive student behavior and the barrier it created for teacher instruction and student
outcomes (Hattie, 2009; Thompson, 2016). The disruptive behaviors had a deleterious
effect on school wide student performance because the inappropriate behavior negatively
impacted the academic achievement of the offending student as well as the unoffending
classmates (Hattie, 2009; Thompson, 2016). Behaviors such as talking, bullying, or
fighting required the teacher to interrupt the instruction, resulting in decreased
instructional time. Behaviors such as apathy, sleeping, extended bathroom time, or
leaving without permission negatively impacted the classroom/school-wide culture of
high achievement (Thompson, 2016). Chronic disciplinary issues also directly competed
with administrator activities necessary to produce a high-achieving school.
Administrator time for pervasive discipline issues was directly leveraged against time
used for classroom observations, frequent monitoring of pupil performance, vertical
articulation of grade level instruction, positive intervention, celebration, forecasting, and
collaboration with parent and community stakeholders (Colantonio, 2005; Cooley &
Shen, 2003; D. Payne & Wolfson, 2000). These disruptive behaviors were also
associated with a reduced sense of campus safety, which produced a negative school
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reputation that resulted in higher teacher and administrator turnover in low-SES schools
(Baugh & Stone, 1982; Cochran-Smith, 2003; Fleischman & Heppen, 2009).
Repeated poor student behavior acclimated the offending student to the position
of disruptor, which diminished the effectiveness of classroom and/or school site
interventions (Glenn, 2010). Also, consensus existed among researchers that selfidentification as a classroom disruptor correlated with an individual student’s diminished
sense of self-efficacy related to academic achievement (Gabriel, 2008; Gorzelsky, 2009;
Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003). Researchers determined that effective classroom and
campus management strategies could counteract the impact that disruptive student
behavior had on student outcomes for both the offending and non-offending students
(Edmonds, 1982; Marzano, 2007).
Social Learning Theory
In 1961, psychologist Albert Bandura led a small group of researchers in a series
of experiments to investigate whether social behavior, specifically aggression, could be
learned through observation and modeling (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1961). The
researchers exposed 72 children, divided equally by gender, to one of three conditions:
aggressive model, non-aggressive model, and no model for the control group. The
aggressive group watched either an adult male or adult female behave aggressively
toward a 3-foot child’s toy, kicking, punching, using a hammer, and shouting. Postobservation, each child was placed in the room with the 3-foot doll and other more
sedentary choices such as coloring books and crayons. The children who observed the
aggression acted more aggressively toward the doll than the non-aggression or control
group, mimicking the behavior they observed. Variations in aggression were noted
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depending on the identified gender of the adult as compared to that of the child (Bandura
et al., 1961). Critics of the Bandura et al. 1961 and 1963 findings dissented on the
grounds of the time between observation and exposure, ethics relating to the
experimentation model, and the validity of imitation (Runciman, 1966).
The doll experiment, along with a similar study, became the underpinnings for
Bandura’s social learning and vicarious reinforcement theories (Bandura, 1965; Bandura
et al., 1961, 1963). Bandura’s work on learning via observation was a departure from
prior conclusions that learning required operant or classical conditioning (Ferster &
Skinner, 1957; Skinner, 1938, 1951; Thorndike, 1905; Watson, 1913). The competing
theories found common ground in the area of reinforcement. One being vicarious or
observational (social learning theory) and the other being punishment or reward (operant
or classical). Bandura (1977) later assessed that cognition took place between the
observation and the behavior, resulting in social learning theory being retooled into social
cognitive theory.
Social Cognitive Theory
In direct opposition to the 1966 Coleman determination that poverty regulated a
poor student’s academic achievement to low, Bandura (1977) surmised that people were
intentional agents to their life’s circumstance through self-regulation, self-organization,
direct contribution, and self-reflection. Bandura (2005) called these findings social
cognitive theory (SCT). A major impetus for Bandura’s work was an interest in the
phenomena of learning. Bandura argued that through human agency and social
interaction, individuals set goals and anticipated success or failure based on a personal
calculation of their ability. Bandura (2005) insisted that individuals were motivated and
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intensified their efforts when the forecasted result would enhance their self-worth or
increase personal satisfaction. Bandura (1977) also determined that through a
comparative assessment of personal ability, people tended to self-censure their individual
pursuits to lessen the likelihood of experiencing feelings of inadequacy or failure; in
other words, people regulated both action as well as inaction based on a, assumption of
success or disappointment. SCT was grounded in the resolution that human action could
not be divorced from the influence of personal efficacy and social systems.
When applied to education, the arguments of SCT contradicted the Coleman et al.
(1966) equation that poverty equaled low student achievement. SCT concluded that a
student’s academic self-assessment regulated his or her motivation and was the byproduct
of expectancies related to cognitive ability when comparing it to that of peers as well as
past experiences (Bandura, 1977). Coleman et al. (1966) linked parental income levels to
student achievement forecasts, discounting student cognition and teacher skill to near
zero. SCT recognized the bidirectional connectivity of perceived ability, motivation, and
past experience (Bandura, 1977); further, when accounting for the social-structural
assessments of the respective teachers within the high-poverty environments, consistent
incidences of high student achievement could result in teachers concluding that their
teaching ability directly influenced the student performance outcomes to high.
Forerunners to Bandura, Watson (1908) and Thorndike (1898) refuted the notion
that learning could take place through observation and self-assessment. Being
proponents of behaviorism, both dismissed observational learning or modeling,
concluding that learning required the stimuli of reinforced performance. Other
proponents of behaviorism, D. M. Baer, Peterson, and Sherman (1967) also challenged
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the conclusion that learning could happen absent the conditions of stimuli and
reinforcement. In direct opposition to behaviorism, Bandura (1965) established that
learning could be vicarious, requiring no necessity for response enactment or
reinforcement. Bandura’s (1977) major dissatisfaction with behaviorism was that it
ignored the role of cognition and situation. Full-throated support for SCT came from
researchers who also concluded that learning occurred through vicarious experience and
social interaction in addition to repetition and response to stimuli (Bolton, 1993; Gist,
1989; Harris & Evans, 1973; Meichenbaum, 1984; Rosenthal & Zimmerman, 1978;
Zimmerman, 1989). Miller and Dollard (1941) provided fragile support for the idea of
social learning by recognizing the phenomena of imitation or modeling in learning, but
fell short of full agreement by dismissing the occurrence to special cases.
Triadic Reciprocal Determinism
Crothers, Hughes, and Morine (2008) highlighted that SCT explained the
relationship that cognition and the environment had on influencing behavior and
motivation. Wood and Bandura (1989) conceived that human behavior through SCT was
bidirectional and comprised of three unequal influencing factors: behavioral factors,
environmental factors, and cognitive factors. The two psychologists also stressed that the
three factors may not all occur concurrently. The three factors were identified as triadic
reciprocal determinism model. Figure 1 illustrates the triadic reciprocal determinism
model developed by Wood and Bandura (1989).
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Figure 1. Triadic reciprocal determinism illustration (Wood & Bandura; 1989).
The underpinnings of Hoy’s (2005) AO closely associated with the tenants
espoused through SCT and the triadic reciprocal determinism model, specifically in the
element of collective efficacy, which was a plural interpretation of Bandura’s selfefficacy theory.
Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy referred to a personal belief in one’s ability to organize and
accomplish tasks using specific skills to influence outcomes (Bandura, 1994). Bandura
(1994) determined that an individual’s perceived sense of self-efficacy was largely
gained through mastery experiences and he emphasized that self-efficacy regulated how
people felt, thought, and approached tasks. Self-efficacy beliefs were developed through
four major processes: cognition, motivation, affect, and selection (Bandura, 1994).
Bandura (1977) highlighted that individuals used four specific sources of information to

27

judge their efficacy: performance outcomes or accomplishments, vicarious experiences,
verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal. Redmond and Slicker (2016) identified that
self-efficacy judgments were measured along the scales of magnitude, strength, and
generality.
Bandura (1977) also determined that for an individual to develop a robust sense of
self-efficacy, the person must experience success prior to failure to preclude
discouragement and enhance grit. Bandura (1977) further argued that the set of
successful experiences must be sufficiently arduous for an individual to develop
perseverance and not be easily discouraged by setbacks.
Self-efficacy was considered by some researchers and theorists to be a taskoriented manifestation of self-esteem (Gecas, 2004; Lunenburg, 2011; Van der Bijl &
Shortridge-Baggett, 2002). The dominating principal undergirding self-efficacy was that
individuals gravitated toward tasks when perceived self-efficacy was high and they were
less likely to engage in activities when failure was forecasted or perceived self-efficacy
was low.
Finally, self-efficacy was a component of SCT, connected through the
interpretation that learning could be vicarious and the dynamic of social observation and
mastery experience directly impacted a person’s perceived ability, which thus influenced
motivation (Bandura, 1994). SCT and self-efficacy viewed individuals as both products
and producers of their own environmental systems, directly impacting their behavior (AlMoshaigeh, 2006). As such, factors like SES and parental level of education were
indirect influences on a person’s aspirations and personal standards, but not their
perceived ability (Pajares, 2002).
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Effective Schools Research
In an attempt to satisfy Thomas Jefferson’s 1784 proposition to create a public
school system to educate the nation’s youth, the long-term reaction was a standardization
of how classrooms and schools sites were run (Coleman et al., 1966). By the 20th
century, the result was a loosely connected set of statewide systems. These educational
systems were plagued by bureaucracy, limited flexibility, segregation, rigid collective
bargaining agreements, standardized operational practices, uniform curricula, and a focus
on school-based inputs (e.g., library books, science labs, school size) rather than
individual student achievement. The report highlighted school site funding and
performance disparities were largely due to a family’s SES (Coleman et al., 1966). The
Coleman report also initiated a policy shift of focusing on school site inputs to measuring
a school’s effectiveness on student performance outcomes (Edmonds, 1982). Most
importantly, the terminal diagnosis of the report that schools did not matter invigorated
committed educators and social scientist to archive educational best practices that were
producing high academic achievement with high-poverty students. This was the
beginning of the effective schools movement (Edmonds, 1982).
Edmonds (1982) determined that given a specific set of operational norms and
cultural characteristics, all school settings could produce high student achievement in
both low- and high-SES environments. In the wake of the Coleman edict, this
reformation created a feeling of hope for educators, policymakers, and parents of rural,
urban, and suburban low-SES environments. Edmonds (1982) identified five common
attributes present in high-performing, high-poverty schools, known as the Correlates of
Effective Schools:
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1. Principal leadership focused on the quality of instruction.
2. A schoolwide understanding of the instructional focus.
3. A school climate conducive to teaching and learning.
4. Teacher expectations and beliefs that all students could obtain at least
minimum mastery.
5. Student achievement as the basis for program evaluation.
Later the correlates were revised to include a clear school mission, positive school
climate, high expectations, opportunities to learn, instructional leadership, progress
monitoring, and strong family and community relationships (Lezotte, n.d.).
Confident that schools made a difference regarding student performance,
researchers also sought to determine if applying the prescription of the effective schools
movement characteristics would be equally effective in the rural setting (Buttram &
Carlson, 1983). Even further, following the lead of Edmonds, other researchers sought to
identify and catalog the traits of high-performing, high-poverty schools (Austin, 1978;
Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Miles, Ferrar & Neufeld, 1983; Shoemaker & Fraser, 1983).
Although slight variances existed in their separate determinations, there was consistent
agreement overall. The Correlates of Effective Schools were widely accepted by
educators as a useful prescription to increase student achievement in low-SES
environment, although debate existed regarding the use of standardized testing to
measure school effectiveness, the emphasis on basic skills, the bias toward correlational
rather than causal studies, and the partiality toward elementary schools as opposed to
balancing the sample to include secondary schools (Purkey & Smith, 1983; Ralph &
Fennessy, 1983; Rutter et al., 1979).
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Hallinger and Murphy (1986) posited that the necessity for heightened
instructional focus by the principal was critical in low-SES environments to compensate
for reduced parent involvement levels, but not critical for student success in high-SES
areas. They also concluded that research could at best support a tenuous relationship
between the leadership of the principal and academic achievement. Hallinger and Heck
(1996) surmised that, at best, administrators impacted student performance gains by
fostering a school climate in which administrators and teachers collaborated to establish
student achievement goals. Although slight variation in characteristics existed among
effective schools advocates, agreement was solid that prescriptive, school-based
measures could encourage high student achievement in all SES environments.
Learned Optimism and Positive Psychology
In the wake of World War II, the field of psychology focused on treating mental
disease and abnormal/dissociative behaviors (Al Taher, 2016). Psychologists Abraham
Maslow, Carl Rogers, and Eric Fromm thought that focus was short-sighted and the
positive aspects of human nature should also be explored. Later, psychologist Martin
Seligman pioneered the fields of learned optimism and positive psychology. Prior to
World War II, psychology focused on what was wrong with people, but Seligman
advocated for a more balanced approach. Seligman thought psychology should be
equally concerned with building strength as well as working to repair damage (Al Taher,
2016).
Learned Optimism
According to Seligman (2006), his earlier work as a research assistant gave him
insights he later identified as learned optimism. Seligman’s work noted that optimism
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could be learned and practiced. The earlier studies concluded that optimistic people
viewed setbacks as temporary, isolated bad events to specific circumstances, and felt that
effort and ability overcame adverse conditions. In contrast, pessimism translated into
personal helplessness, feelings that bad events were long lasting, and ultimately
undermined personal efforts (Seligman, 2006).
At some point during every academic career, setbacks or failures came in the form
of low test scores, bad grades, substandard projects, or mediocre presentations. Applied
to education, Nolen-Hoeksema, Girgus, and Seligman (1986), building upon the work of
Dweck (1986), found that optimists recovered quickly, viewed defeat as temporary, and
were assured they could obtain their desired outcome. On the other hand, pessimists
were defined by their failure and refused to continue. Nolen-Hoeksema et al. (1986)
conducted a longitudinal study and employed the Children’s Attribunal Style
Questionnaire (CASQ) to measure explanatory styles, the way individuals talked to
themselves about negative occurrences, and gauge levels of optimism versus pessimism.
They concluded that prepubescent children were extremely optimistic. The findings of
the longitudinal study following students from grade three to grade seven noted that by
the time children reached the secondary grades, many were measurably less optimistic
(Nolen-Hoeksema et al., 1986).
Seligman (2002) later proved to the scientific community that optimism could
inoculate against depression, improve health, and when combined with talent and desire,
improve achievement. Seligman’s work on optimism and pessimism was validated
measuring the explanatory styles and outcomes of Olympic athletes, political races,
students and medical patients (Seligman, 2006).
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Positive Psychology
The term positive psychology was first introduced by Abraham Maslow in his
1954 book titled Motivation and Personality. In 1998, Seligman was elected the
president of the American Psychological Association and focused his tenure on positive
psychology, and as such, was considered the father of modern positive psychology. Prior
to Seligman, psychology focused on understanding the pathology associated with mental
illness and sought to discover interventions to correct these brain-based disorders (Al
Taher, 2016). Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000) determined the field of psychology
should not only work within the mental disease model but should also explore and
intervene in the areas of optimism, well-being, and motivation. Seligman, along with
other founding supporters such as Csikszentmihalyi, Dweck, Sheldon and King, and
Clifton and Hodges, concluded that if psychology could identify the taxonomy and devise
reliable diagnosis for diseases like schizophrenia, bulimia, anxiety, impulse control, and
alcohol and drug addiction, it could also assist in self-determination, subjective wellbeing, strengths-based decision-making, and mindset (Al Taher, 2016; Cherry, 2016).
Seligman (2002) proved that psychology could discover causation and classify human
positive states.
Seligman (2002) argued that the moral consequence of psychology viewing
people as victims failed to consider the ramifications of choice and personal
responsibility in the patient’s present state. Seligman’s (2006) primary argument was
that the field of psychology should not be used simply to make people less miserable, it
should also improve the productivity for the normal and highly talented.
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Academic Optimism: A Tridimensional, Unified Construct
Since the 1966 Coleman et al. report concluded that poverty regulated a student’s
academic achievement to low, educational practitioners and social scientists were
challenged to identify school-level characteristics that could impact student performance
in low-SES schools. AO emerged as a powerful measure of school traits that could
explain student performance outcomes even when controlling for SES (Guvercin, 2013;
Rutledge, Cohen-Vogel, Osborne-Lampkin, & Roberts, 2015; Wagner, 2008; Weis et al.,
2015). AO represented a tridimensional, unified construct. The three interconnected
dimensions were collective efficacy, faculty’s trust of parents and students, and a press
for academic achievement. also identified as academic emphasis. These three elements
combined were considered a single, effective force that explained student outcomes
within a school setting even when controlling for SES and prior achievement (Hoy et al.,
2006, McGuigan & Hoy, 2006).
The three interconnected dimensions had underpinnings in foundational works
from the fields of social science, psychology, and education. An investigation of AO
highlighted that its evolution from works in positive psychology, learned optimism,
social cognitive theory, effective schools research, SCT, and self-efficacy (Hoy, 2005).
The three dimensions identified the cognitive, affective, and behavioral traits of schools
as a collective measure that impacted student performance. Further, optimism was the
unifying theme that ignited efficacy, trust, and academic emphasis within the school
setting to forecast improved student outcomes in urban, suburban, and rural schools of all
SES levels.
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School climate was considered a reliable predictor of student achievement as it
measured the social, academic, and physical attributes of schools, including achievement
expectancies, relationships, and specific pedagogical behaviors (Loukas, 2007). The
dispositional and functional similarities of the three elements of AO had a positive and
potent impact on student achievement when present at appropriate levels within the
school (Hoy et al., 2006, McGuigan & Hoy, 2006). Broad consensus existed within the
pedagogical research community to support the correlation between teacher efficacy and
teacher behaviors that fostered amplified student performance (Allinder, 1994; Ashton &
Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Meijer & Foster, 1988; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990).
The triadic, casual relationship between the dimensions of AO posited that when
faculty trusted in parents and students, the perceived, collective efficacy was
strengthened, which encouraged the bidirectional trust relationship between the faculty
and the families (Hoy et al., 2006). The high levels of bidirectional trust engendered
familial support for increased rigor and academic focus, which correlated with improved
student performance outcomes further reinforcing perceived teacher and administrator
ability or collective efficacy. This phenomenon could occur at all SES levels (Hoy et al.,
2006). Figure 2 illustrates the reciprocal, interdependent, causal relationship of the three
elements of AO: academic emphasis, collective efficacy and faculty trust of parents and
students.
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Figure 2. The relationship between academic emphasis, collective efficacy, and faculty
trust of parents and students in AO (Hoy et al., 2006).
Collective Efficacy
Collective efficacy was a plural interpretation of Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy
used in sociology and education. When applied to AO, collective efficacy measured the
levels at which all faculty believed their efforts as a whole had a positive impact on
individual student performance without regard for SES, prior student behavior, student
talent, or student motivation (Hoy, 2005). For the purposes of this study, collective
efficacy was measured using the Collective Efficacy Scale (CE-scale), which was part of
the SAOS. To measure collective efficacy, the thirty question SAOS utilizes 12 Likert
styled questions that range from strongly disagree to strongly agree. A thorough
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examination of the development, validity, and reliability of the SAOS is presented in the
methodology section of this study.
Faculty’s Trust of Parents and Students
One of the byproducts of the Cold War was the determination by psychologists
and sociologists that the level of distrust and detachment in the United States from young
adults toward the government was heightened (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy,
1998). This dimension of AO measured the mutual willingness to be vulnerable between
teachers, parents, and students; teachers and their colleagues; and teachers and the
principal (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). This reciprocal trust was grounded in the
belief that the other party was benevolent, competent, reliable, honest, and open (Hoy,
2005). This collective measurement of faculty trust illustrated the health of the school
climate, which positively correlated to both school effectiveness and student achievement
(Goddard et al., 2001; Hoy et al., 1990; Tarter et al., 1989). To gauge the present levels
of faculty trust between parents, students and staff the thirty item SAOS includes ten
questions specifically designed to measure this dimension.
Edmonds’ (1982) effective schools research determined that one of the necessary
characteristics of high-poverty, high-performing schools was that amplified levels of trust
between the family and school were present. Hoy (2005) hypothesized that because of
the cooperative nature of learning, trust was an essential component to enhancing the
student performance outcomes, specifically in high-poverty environments. Both parties
had to assume goodwill, rely on the opposing party to fulfill their duties, maintain
honesty, and believe that the other party could perform at appropriate levels.
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R. Payne (1996) surmised that to encourage success with low-SES students,
schools must engender trust between the student and teacher because of the parental and
supervisory gaps likely to exist in high-poverty homes. The school-client trust
relationship was also beneficial because of the need for school personnel to act as
parental surrogates in teaching the social skills of conflict resolution, responsibility and
teamwork (Knapp, Shield, Turnbull, 1995; R. Payne, 1996).
The strength of the relationship between teachers and their teacher counterparts,
as well as their principal, strongly correlated to teacher job satisfaction, organizational
effectiveness, teacher retention, and student performance (Colquitt, Lepine, & Wesson,
2013; Demirtas, 2010; Evans, 1998; Lawler, 1973; Mehta, 2012). Administrator
leadership competency was considered the catalyst to developing cooperative and
supportive teacher-principal relationships (Shen, Leslie, Spybrook, & Ma, 2012). Highly
competent school administrators set the tone for a positive work climate with respect,
public and private recognition, honesty, and a balanced approach to formal and informal
evaluations (Barth, 2006).
Press for Academic Achievement/Academic Emphasis
Academic emphasis was considered the extent by which the behaviors of the
faculty reinforced the priority of academic achievement for all students (Goddard et al.,
2000). A school with high academic emphasis had rigorous, achievable standards;
frequently monitored student outcomes, differentiated instruction, and had teacher
professional development geared toward continuous improvement in instruction (Hoy,
2005). The school culture encouraged teacher collaboration, vertical and horizontal
curriculum articulation, tutoring, parent support, and extended learning time through
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student pairing or technological interventions. In addition, pedagogical improvements
were publicly celebrated to reinforce the commitment of learning progression (Goddard
et al., 2000). The thirty item SAOS specifically utilizes eight Likert type questions to
measure the levels of academic emphasis.
In contrast, schools low in academic emphasis had identities that promoted
sporting achievement, extracurricular activities, or student enrollment/retention above
learning outcomes (Goddard et al., 2000). Schools low in academic emphasis mimicked
the communicative ethos of their peers on the desired end of the continuum. Schools
lacking a press for academic achievement consistently highlighted a desire for academic
excellence through wall inscriptions, slogans, and mottos, but the valid indicators of a
true pursuit of high student achievement were absent from the observed cultural norms.
For example, schools high in academic emphasis imposed social sanctions on faculty that
inflated grades, gave concessions to athletes, or placed likability above rigorous
instruction; whereas schools low or moderate in their press for academic achievement
quietly dismissed such behaviors as moot. In direct opposition, schools with high
academic emphasis promoted an environment that both pursued and expected advanced
student achievement (Goddard et al., 2000). Such schools regulated classroom and
campus management to fully support and encourage environments conducive to learning
and robust instruction (Garrahy, Kulinna, & Cothran, 2005; Klassen, 2010; Marzano,
2003). Academic emphasis borrowed its theoretical foundations from the effective
schools movement and social learning theory in the contention that behavioral indicators
were merely the byproduct of underlying beliefs and perceptions (Bandura, 1986, 1997;
Edmonds, 1982).
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Organizational Citizenship Behaviors
The conceptual and theoretical underpinnings of OCBs stemmed from Barnard’s
(1938) employee identifier of willingness to cooperate and Daniel Katz’s (1964) work on
innovative and spontaneous behaviors that exceeded dependable role performance in the
workplace. The construct of OCBs was developed to better understand the discretionary,
non-enforceable, non-contractual, personal choices that some employees consistently
exhibited that provided advantages to the functioning of the organization but were not
quantifiable as part of the job description (Bateman & Organ, 1983; C. A. Smith et al.,
1983). The value of understanding these prosocial or extra role behaviors was attractive
to practitioners in the fields of human resource management, health administration,
community psychology, economics, leadership, military psychology, business, and
education as they directly increased organizational effectiveness (Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Paine, & Bachrach, 2000).
With slight variations related to vocational domain, interest and support for
understanding the employee spontaneity associated with OCBs was overwhelming (Brief
& Motowidlo, 1986; Burroughs & Eby, 1998; Farh, Earley, & Lin, 1997; George, 1990;
George & Bettenhausen, 1990; Kelly & Hoffman, 1997; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986;
Tomer, 1998; Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995). The only slight dissention came
from theorists warning of OCB literature that focused on the relationship between OCBs
and other constructs rather than focusing on the nature, impetus, and sustainability of the
OCBs (Schwab, 1980; Van Dyne, et al. 1995). While variation existed, there was a
wealth of overlap in the appreciation of OCB-type activities (Podsakoff et al., 2000). The
common themes identified were helping behaviors, sportsmanship, organizational
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loyalty, organizational compliance, individual initiative, and civic- and self-development
(Podsakoff et al., 2000).
Applied to the school setting, OCBs enhanced school-parent relationships,
impacted morale, sped up new employee integration, encouraged collaboration, increased
instructional and curricular creativity, fostered innovation, and improved the overall
health of the organizational climate, all of which directly contributed to program
improvement and pedagogical effectiveness. Indirect contributions of OCBs in schools
included strong employee social networks, reduced employee turnover, and increased
time allocated for planning, forecasting, program evaluation, and pupil intervention
(DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2001). By studying the phenomena of OCBs, researchers
hoped to better understand their relationship to organizational effectiveness while
practitioners hoped to uncover strategies to evoke them.
Charter Schools
Charter schools are publicly funded schools of choice that operate under a
performance contract, or charter, issued by a public authorizer, typically a local school
district and in fewer cases, a county or state office of education (National Association of
Charter School Authorizers, 2016). The charter is typically granted for a period ranging
between three to five years with a renewal process happening at negotiated intervals in
perpetuity unless revocation or non-renewal occurred. The charter agreement specifies
the school’s mission, target population to be served, methods of assessment, and
performance goals (Uncommon Schools, n.d.). Charter schools are identified as either
dependent or independent (Russom, 2010). Dependent charter schools operate under the
direct management of their authorizing district. Employment, curricular, and fiscal
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decisions must be approved by the authorizer. In contrast, independent charter schools
operate outside of the management of their authorizer in all areas, only receiving
oversight to discourage fraud and waste. Independent public charter schools are started
and operated by individuals, non-profits, universities, and for-profit organizations
(Russom, 2010).
The legally expressed purpose for allowing charter schools was to provide
expanded professional opportunities for educators, improve student learning, encourage
innovation in teaching, and boost stakeholder involvement (California Teachers
Association [CTA], 2016). In 1991, Minnesota was the first state to pass a law allowing
the establishment of charter schools (NCES, 2015). California was the next, passing a
similar law in 1992. At present, 43 states allow charters schools and nearly 2.3 million
students nationally attend public charter schools (NCES, 2015).
As an alternative to the typical school district governance model, charter schools,
as schools of choice, filled the void previously inhabited by private schools. However,
unlike private schools that largely service families of moderate- to high-socioeconomic
means, charter schools mainly serviced urban, high-poverty clientele (Taylor & Perez,
2012). Also unlike private schools, charter schools must be non-sectarian and free of
charge (Uncommon Schools, n.d.).
Charter schools are arguably under a much higher burden than their traditional
public school counterparts to exceed state student accountability thresholds. First, lowperforming charter schools are under immediate pressure from their local authorizer to
meet or exceed student performance goals or risk having their charter revoked (Emerson,
2013). Second, parents are highly likely to remove their students from low-performing or
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unsafe charter schools. There is no requirement for an inter-district transfer; parents can
simply dis-enroll. Third, charter schools must maintain fiscal solvency despite receiving
36% less funding than their traditional public school counterparts. Lastly, charter schools
receive zero facility funds as part of their state per pupil allocation, but must provide safe
environments conducive to learning. In stark contrast, traditional public school facilities
are paid for via local bond issuances attaching the repayment burden to the local property
taxpayer (Emerson, 2013).
Proponents of charter schools emphasized the fact that school choice created
competition, which had an amplified benefit for low-SES families (Knapp et al., 1995).
Competition for students between neighborhood and charter schools translated into the
requirement for schools to be safe, highly supportive, and demonstrate student academic
outcomes. In the absence of a charter school option, low-income families were forced to
attend their local school even if it was low-performing and/or unsafe because of the
inability to afford a fee-based alternative (Knapp et al., 1995).
Proponents also argued that charter schools were less likely to have collective
bargaining agreements, which increased educator accountability while fostering
instructional creativity (Cohen, 2015). Advocates highlighted that charter schools often
had a vocational or interest-based educational slant, encouraging student engagement
while maintaining the requirement to meet the math, reading, and science performance
standards. A direct byproduct of being a school of choice was that most charter schools
had and sometimes required active parent involvement (J. Smith & Wohlstetter, 2009).
Strong school-parent relationships increased the likelihood for improved student
performance, especially for high-poverty students (Knapp et al., 1995; R. Payne, 1996).
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Lastly, charter schools operated more efficiently than traditional public schools. Charter
schools received less funding while meeting the identical performance standards
(Emerson, 2013). The charter school movement was so impactful that many new charter
schools are actually public school conversions, such as the entire New Orleans public
school district, which converted all of its schools to charter schools (Cohen, 2014).
Public school teacher associations and other detractors regularly opposed charter
schools, stressing the tendency of charter schools to be selective and siphon highperforming students and active parents from the neighborhood public school system
(Murphy, 2016). Opponents also argued that taxpayer resources should be used to
improve neighborhood schools in lieu of financing any alternative (Parents for Public
Schools, n.d.).
Academic Achievement
Academic achievement refers to a multifaceted construct that identifies varying
levels of mastery. Related to educational standards-based learning, academic
achievement referred to surpassing thresholds in literacy, science, mathematics, and
social science (Steinmayr, Meisner, Weldinger, & Wirthwein, 2015). Because of the
wide-ranging nature of learning outcomes, academic achievement could also include
subjects like art, music, and health (Bronson & Merryman, 2010; Helmrich, 2010).
The highly structured, standardized nature of school instruction impacted how
academic achievement was defined. Academic achievement was traditionally defined by
the indicators used to measure it, namely, test scores and grades (Steinmayr et al., 2015).
Although this made it easier to evaluate and compare school settings, using standardized
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methods to assess a school’s effectiveness continues to cause contention within the
educational community (Cizek, 2001; DiMaggio, 2010; Strauss, 2014).
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 greatly increased the usage of
standardized tests in an attempt to measure and track school performance levels across
the 50 states (Hess, 2007; McKnight, 2011). Those opposed to using standardized testing
to measure academic achievement and thereby delineate schools along the continuum
ranging from advanced to low-performing highlighted racial, ethnic, and social bias in the
testing instruments (DiMaggio, 2010; Strauss, 2014; Werner, 2011). Special education
advocates also shared concerns about improper testing accommodations and failures of
the testing instrument to gauge learning progression (J. Baer, 2011; Cizek, 2001).
Opponents further stressed that standardized testing results were unreliable due to testing
anxiety, the narrow curricular focus, lack of differentiation, the tendency to encourage
information drilling as opposed to learning, and in the worse cases, cheating by educators
(Gabriel, 2008; Mitchell, 2006; Strauss, 2014; Toppo, Amos, Gillium, & Upton, 2011).
The high cost of implementing standardized tests was also regularly touted as a reason to
eliminate the practice (Martinez, 2011).
Supporters of measuring academic achievement via standardized tests and grades
highlighted the ease and equity associated with being able to compare students from
differing locales (Spinath, 2012; Yeh, 2005). Although not perfect, utilizing test scores
and grades to measure attainment in literacy, numeracy, subject specific mastery, and
college readiness was considered a highly equitable way to compare student ability
(DeFour, 2011). Even broader, standardized instruments were the most efficient and
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accessible tools available to college admissions personnel or parents attempting to choose
the best local school for their student (Doughty & Palmer, 2003).
In developed societies, advanced academic achievement was often the gateway to
upward social mobility and away from familial poverty (R. Payne, 1996). High grade
point averages and college entrance examination scores provided unprecedented access
for low-SES, high-achieving students (Strauss, 2014). Standardization allowed these
highly motivated, high-need students an opportunity to acquire scholarships, attend
college, earn degrees, and expand employment opportunities beyond those available in
high-poverty areas. Proponents of using standardized measures for program evaluation
also highlighted the abundance of research that found the best indicator of college
readiness was the high school grade point average (Strauss, 2014).
In addition to test scores and grades, academic achievement also referred to the
obtainment of certificates and degrees. Vocational and career technical education (CTE)
high schools became attractive options highlighted by school choice advocates because of
the opportunity for high school graduates to earn industry certificates along with their
diploma allowing immediate entrance into the workforce (Bidwell, 2014). Workforce
forecasters assessed that due to the highly nuanced nature of the future job market,
employment readiness would be a varied distribution of college graduates along with
industry certificate earners (Werner, 2011).
The facility of instruction and learning required that educators understood when
mastery was achieved or when re-teaching was necessary. Further, policymakers and
educational governing boards required a mechanism to evaluate the efficacy of school
sites and funding distribution. Currently, standardized tests and teacher grades are the
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instruments used to fill that need. Standardized tests decreased the impact of studentteacher personality bias, discrepancies in grading toughness, and the tendency to inflate
the grades of disruptive students to passing without achievement (Blume, 2011; Phelps,
2005).
Summary
Thomas Jefferson’s 1784 proclamation to educate the nation’s youth provided the
impetus to create a nationwide system of teachers and schools (Segarra, 2013). The early
stages the United States educational system was rife with segregation, inequity, and
pedagogical imbalance. Near the turn of the 19th century, the United States Supreme
Court validated the practice of excluding minorities from being educated alongside their
Caucasian counterparts with the Plessy v. Ferguson decision. The doctrine of separate
but equal was reinforced by the Plessy decision and remained the law until the Brown v.
Board of Education of Topeka Kansas decision that made public school discrimination
illegal. During the 10 years following the Brown decision, school integration was slow
and nearly nonexistent in many U.S. states (Segarra, 2013).
The Civil Rights Act of 1964 brought integration to schools and sweeping
changes to educational practices and understanding. The Civil Rights Act of 1964
encouraged the United States’ Department of Health, Education and Welfare to
commission a study to investigate and compare the educational disposition of minorities
to that of Caucasian students. The study, led by James Coleman and fellow Johns
Hopkins University researchers, was completed in 1966 and titled, Equality of
Educational Opportunity. This study investigated more than 600,000 students of all
racial backgrounds in urban, suburban, rural, and metropolitan schools (Coleman et al.,
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1966). The findings sent shockwaves through the educational and psychological
communities.
Coleman et al. (1966) concluded that poverty regulated a student’s academic
achievement to low, rendering any and all school level interventions ineffective.
Coleman et al. surmised that the stresses of single parentage, limited income, low parent
education, social disincentives associated with studiousness, high mobility, and poor
health were more than a school site could overcome. The Coleman determination ran
counter to the existence of high-poverty, high-achieving schools and also catapulted
psychologists, social scientists, and educational practitioners into finding prescriptions to
garner high academic performance in the face of low SES.
In an attempt to explain how people learned, early psychologists established that
learning required stimuli and reinforcement via repetition. This classical and operant
conditioning was the foundation of behaviorism as espoused by Thorndike (1898) and
Watson (1908). Bandura (1961) later established that learning could happen via
observation or vicarious reinforcement absent stimuli and reinforcement. Those opposed
to the contention that learning could happen via observation dismissed any resulting
change in behavior by the observer as mimicry (D. M. Baer et al., 1967). Learning via
observation and vicarious reinforcement later became social learning theory (SLT;
Bandura, 1965). As the research continued, Bandura established that SLT was
incomplete, noting that thought or cognition preceded action after observation to equal
learning. The presence of cognition after the immediate or vicarious experience urged
Bandura (1977) to address how the cognition affected the resulting behavior; this
determination promoted a retooling of SLT into social cognitive theory (SCT). Bandura
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(1977) further concluded that based on specific calculations, which included mastery
experience and the ability of competitors relative to the individual’s perceived ability,
people regulated their behaviors based on an assumption of success or failure. This
calculation process impacted personal motivation and effort, and the resulting outcomes
became self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977).
In direct opposition to the Coleman et al. (1966) conclusion that high poverty
students were relegated to low achievement, self-efficacy established that the impact of
mastery experience and environmental calculations could motivate a low-SES student to
high achievement. This same calculation could also impact the behaviors of school site
personnel to believe that their collective efforts and ability could assist any high-poverty
student to high achievement. These beliefs, along with the identification of specific
characteristics that were consistently present in high-achieving, high-poverty schools,
became known as the Effective Schools Correlates (Edmonds, 1982, Lezotte, n.d.). The
Effective Schools Correlates provided educational practitioners across the country a
prescription to rebuff the 1966 Coleman et al. conclusions.
The idea that optimism and positivity could be prescriptive became attractive to
the psychology community (Dweck, 1986). Prior, the field of psychology focused on
addressing the pathology and taxonomy associated with mental disorder (Seligman,
2006). Nolen-Hoeksema et al. (1986) determined that optimism could be both learned
and practiced. Seligman (1991) found that positivity and optimism could inoculate
against mental illness, assist recovery, and improve outcomes in Olympic level sports,
professional sports, politics, business, and education.
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Building directly on the work associated with Bandura’s social learning theory
(1961), social cognitive theory (1965), and self-efficacy (1977), Edmond’s (1979)
effective schools research and Seligman’s work on learned optimism (1991) and positive
psychology (2002), Hoy et al. (2005) developed Academic Optimism (AO).
AO referred to a tridimensional, unified construct that posited the interconnected
impact of collective efficacy, faculty trust of parents and students, and a press for
academic achievement at sufficient levels within a school explained the school’s
tendency for consistent high performance. Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs;
Bateman & Organ, 1983) highlighted the advantage that workplace extra role behaviors
and prosocial assistive behaviors on amplifying an organization’s effectiveness. The
pairing of both constructs showed promise to contradict Coleman et al.’s 1966 findings
and produced high-achieving, high-poverty students. Since charter schools are more
likely to service a higher percentage of high-poverty students than traditional public
schools and AO and OCBs have yet to be measured in any high-poverty secondary school
setting, it was both morally appropriate and imperative to conduct this study.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
This chapter details the specifics of how this study was conducted. The chapter
begins with a restatement of the purpose statement and research questions to best
understand the motivation driving this research. This is followed by the research design,
study populations, study sample, data collection processes, and data analysis. Lastly,
limitations and a summary of the research methodology concludes the chapter.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative, correlational study was to determine the
relationship between teacher and principal academic optimism, as measured by the
School Academic Optimism Survey (SAOS), teacher and principal organizational
citizenship behaviors, as measured by the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale
(OCBS), and student academic achievement, as measured by the California Assessment
of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP), in California high-poverty charter
schools that served secondary students.
Research Questions
This study was guided by the following three research questions:
1. What is the relationship between principal and teacher academic optimism and
student achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve
secondary students?
2. What is the relationship between principal and teacher organizational
citizenship behaviors and student achievement in California high-poverty
charter schools that serve secondary students?
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3. What is the predictive relationship between principal and teacher academic
optimism and organizational citizenship behaviors in terms of student
academic achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve
secondary students?
Research Design
This study utilized a non-experimental, quantitative, correlational design. This
methodology was chosen to investigate the strength of any existing relationship between
the variables of academic optimism (AO), organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs),
and student achievement in California, high-poverty charter schools that serve secondary
students. Further, due to the research limitations of budget, time, and sample
accessibility a non-experimental, correlational design was the most appropriate. A nonexperimental, qualitative, phenomenological study could have been chosen. This design
was not selected due to concerns with intercoder reliability, funding and available time
for focus groups, interviews, etc. A non-experimental, mixed methods study was also
considered. This design was also not selected due to the funding and time requirements
of the observational portion of the design.
The researcher solicited administrators and teachers from both dependent and
independent charter schools to complete the SAOS and the OCBS. The researcher
received permission to utilize the SAOS and OCBS from the developer (W. Hoy,
personal communication, May 1, 2016; Appendix D).
Dependent public charter schools are those in which all employees are employed
directly by the charter-granting district. In addition, the school’s direction and funding
are under the express control of the respective granting body. Independent public charter
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schools are identified as operating outside of the control of the granting district and retain
all instructional decision-making and local funding management. The results of the
SAOS and OCBS were calculated and compared against the 2014-15 and 2015-16
California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) outcomes in
English language arts (ELA) and mathematics.
Population
Mertler and Charles (2008) defined population as “all individuals who make up a
designated group and whom we are ultimately interested in studying and, therefore, about
whom we are interested in drawing conclusions” (p. 155). The population for this study
consisted of all teachers and principals in charter schools that operated within the
boundaries of the state of California, served secondary students identified as highpoverty, and had 2014-15 and 2015-16 CAASPP data available on the California
Department of Education (CDE) website. The study population was 1,179 administrators
and 18,166 teachers in the 1,179 charter schools serving 544,980 students in California
(CDE, QuickQuest).
Target Population
This study centered on understanding the relationships between the identified
variables of AO and OCBs, as measured by teacher and principal SAOS and OCBS
scores, and student achievement in high-poverty California charter schools that served
secondary students. The target population of teachers and principals must work in a
school that met the following criteria:
1. The school offered a general education, vocational education, or college
preparatory mission consistent with district and state graduation standards.
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2. The school had a free- and reduced-price lunch (FRL) count of over 50%.
3. The school had 2014-15 and 2015-16 CAASPP data available from the CDE
website in the areas of ELA and mathematics.
4. The school did not offer modified charter curricular solely for the purpose of
credit recovery.
The target population for this study was teachers and principals in the 297 schools
that meet the criteria for the target population. In these schools there were 297 principals
and 5,940 teachers.
Sample
“A sample comprises a small group drawn from a population, carefully selected in
order to closely reflect the characteristics of the population” (Mertler & Charles, 2008, p.
155). This study utilized a purposeful sample of California charter schools that met the
study criteria. Within those schools, the researcher was careful to only include teacher
and administrator surveys from those present at the respective charter schools during the
2014-15 and 2015-16 school years. In addition to the use of purposeful sampling,
defined by the specific criteria, the researcher used convenience sampling to access
schools that were willing to participate and in geographic proximity to the researcher.
The sample included 25 administrators and 75 teacher respondents from 25 different
charter schools that met the selection criteria.
Sample Selection Process
Sample selection occurred as follows:
1. All schools that met the selection criteria were identified.
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2. Schools accessible to the researcher were contacted and vetted regarding the
participation criteria.
3. A list of qualified schools within reasonable proximity to the researcher was
created.
4. Participation was secured from 25 qualifying schools.
5. The principal and three teachers from each qualifying school were secured as
participants.
6. Secured participants were given the Participant Bill of Rights, informed
consent form, and confidentiality information (Appendix E).
7. Prior to participation, each participant gave informed consent.
Instrumentation
School Academic Optimism Survey
The SAOS is a 30-item instrument used to measure the three dimensions of AO,
collective teacher efficacy, faculty trust in parents and students, and press for academic
achievement. Twenty-two items of the 30 question instrument use 6-point, Likert-type
responses ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Twelve items refer directly
to the AO dimension of collective efficacy and 10 items refer to faculty trust of parents
and students. The last eight items on the thirty question SAOS address academic
emphasis and use a 4-point response scale ranging from rarely occurs to very frequently
occurs. Combining the results of the three, interdependent elements creates an index
identifying the level of AO present at the school.
Collective teacher efficacy was defined as the perceptions of teachers that their
efforts as the school faculty would positively affect students, with the faculty in general
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agreeing that “teachers in this school can get through to the most difficult students”
(Goddard et al., 2000). The SAOS has 12 questions designed to measure collective
teacher efficacy, with subscales for teaching competence and task analysis.
The faculty trust of parents and students section of the SAOS measures the degree
to which the faculty has confidence that the parents and students are sufficiently
competent to be reliable to complete assignments, attend appropriately, give required
effort, and be honest (Goddard et al., 2000). The SAOS includes 10 survey items to
measure the faculty trust of parents and students (Appendix B).
Press for academic achievement is the AO element that identifies the extent by
which a school is focused on high academic outcomes (Hoy et al., 2002). The
dominating emphasis of this third element of AO is the school attributes relating to
student academic performance, orderly classrooms, campus management, purposeful
usage of instructional time, and student support (Austin, 1978; Edmonds, 1982; Hallinger
& Murphy, 1986). To determine the present level of press for academic achievement, the
SAOS employs eight questions that use a 4-point Likert-type scale with responses
ranging from very frequently occurs to rarely occurs (Appendix B).
In a confirmatory study, Fahy, Wu, and Hoy (2010) established an index
identifying the AO scores for a typical set of secondary school teachers. For the teacher
sense of self-efficacy items, they found a mean scale score of 7.53, standard deviation of
1.21, and an alpha of .85. For the trust in parents and students scale, they found a mean
of 3.41, standard deviation of .86, and alpha of .87. For the press for academic
achievement scale, they found a mean of 4.43, standard deviation of .76, and alpha of .83.
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Other tests of the SAOS found the measure to be valid and reliable (DiPaola & Hoy,
2005; Goddard, 2002; Guvercin, 2013; Wagner, 2008).
Reliability of the SAOS. In research, reliability relates to consistency and
dependability of results when the same conditions are present (Mertler & Charles, 2008).
To establish reliability, the SAOS was field-tested and piloted in 46 schools. One teacher
participated from each school site. Results from the pilot concluded that the instrument
was both valid and reliable to measure collective efficacy (Goddard et al., 2000).
The collective efficacy section of the SAOS was developed by first modifying the
Gibson and Dembo (1984) teacher efficacy scale to a plural ideation, changing the
efficacy statements from I to We. Next, experts on teacher efficacy were employed to
provide insights on writing additional items. The criterion related validity, predictive
validity, and reliability were tested using a sample of 452 teachers in 47 randomly
selected elementary schools. A principal axis factor analysis illustrated that all items
loaded strongly on a single factor and explained 57.9% of the item variation. The alpha
coefficient of reliability equaled .96 (Goddard, 2002).
Due to the variance in reference (self versus group), personal efficacy was
moderately and positively correlated to collective efficacy. Personal teacher efficacy
measured the individual’s level of competence whereas collective teacher efficacy was
impacted by how an individual perceived his or her colleagues’ abilities (Hoy, 2005).
There was a moderate and positive correlation between personal teacher efficacy and
collective teacher efficacy (r = .54, p < .01). Similar to the pilot results, faculty trust and
collective teacher efficacy were positively and significantly related (r = .62, p < .01). The
final area tested was the relationship between collective teacher efficacy and

57

environmental press (the extent to which teachers experienced unreasonable community
demands). The relationship between these two variables was not statistically significant
(r = .05, p > .05), meaning teacher’s perception of collective ability was not associated
with their perceptions of outside demands. A hierarchical linear model was used to test
the predictive validity of the collective efficacy instrument to forecast mathematics and
reading achievement for second, third, and fifth grade students that attended the 47
schools within the sample. A significant correlation was shown. The combined results
provided reliability and predictive validity for the collective efficacy section of the
SAOS.
Ten items from the Ominibus Trust Scale were used to measure the faculty’s level
of trust of parents and students (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). The 10 items use a 6point Likert-type scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree, and relate to how
teachers and administrators assess variables such as parent support and student honesty.
Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) tested the reliability of the questions in their study of
97 secondary schools. The items showed trust in clients, identified as parents and
students, of .93. In a separate study of 96 high schools, Hoy et al. (2006) found high
reliability with an alpha coefficient of .96. In another study of 40 Ohio elementary
schools, McGuigan and Hoy (2006) found high reliability with an alpha coefficient of
.94.
Eight items borrowed from the Organizational Health Inventory (Hoy et al., 1991)
were used to demonstrate reliability in this domain of the survey. Participants answered
eight survey items using a 4-point Likert-type scale with responses ranging from rarely
occurs to very frequently occurs. In a study of 72 secondary schools, the responses
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resulted in an alpha coefficient of .92 (Hoy et al., 1991). Hoy et al. (2006), in a study that
included 96 high schools, found high reliability with an alpha coefficient of .83. The
study of 40 Ohio elementary schools yielded an alpha reliability coefficient of .94 for the
eight items associated with academic emphasis (McGuigan & Hoy, 2006).
Validity for the SAOS. An instrument is considered valid to the extent that the
instrument is directly associated with the items considered (Mertler & Charles, 2008).
Content validity was established through a direct examination of the SAOS. All items of
the SAOS directly related to the three dimensions of AO (Goddard et al., 2000).
Construct validity for the SAOS was established via correlational evidence during the
pilot study (Goddard et al., 2000) and later supported by a later factor analysis study
(Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). Hoy and Tarter (1997) established construct and
predictive validity through correlations with the related constructs: institutional integrity
(r = .11), initiating structure (r = .47), consideration (r = .36), principal influence (r =
.44), resource support (r = .40), and teacher morale (r = .45). The SAOS was confirmed
as valid and reliable by other independent researchers as well (DiPaola & Hoy, 2005;
Goddard, 2002; Goddard et al., 2000; Guvercin, 2013; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003;
McGuigan & Hoy, 2006; Sims, 2011; Wagner, 2008).
Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale
The OCBS measures specific assistive faculty behaviors present at each school
site. The OCBS employs a 6-point Likert-type scale ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree to measure 12 items related directly to faculty behavior (DiPaola &
Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Appendix C).
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Reliability of the OCBS
The OCBS was developed and tested for reliability, and resulted in an alpha
coefficient of .93 (DiPaola & Hoy, 2005). Using two large samples of teachers from 139
schools, DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran (2001) found high factor reliability, with .96 for
the first sample of teachers and .87 for the second sample. A supporting study was
conducted resulting in the instrument yielding reliability ranges from .86 to .93 (Shrout &
Bolger, 2002).
Validity of the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale (OCBS)
Validity is determined by the extent that an instrument measures what it intended
to measure (Mertler & Charles, 2008). The OCBS was tested for construct validity in
multiple studies (DiPaola & Hoy, 2005; DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Wagner &
DiPaola, 2011). Construct validity for the OCBS was demonstrated also by Wagner and
DiPaola (2011) through correlation analysis between OCBs and climate scales (p < .01),
OCBs and community pressure (r = .12), OCBs and teacher professionalism (r = .83), and
OCBs and collegial leadership (r = .23).
Data Collection Process
Prior to the collection of any data, permission from the Brandman University
Institutional Review Board was granted to conduct the study. AO and OCBs are both
school site traits (Hoy, 2005). As such, the responses from the SAOS and OCBS were
aggregated at the school site level for analysis. ELA and mathematics data were taken
from the schoolwide CAASPP for the 2014-15 and 2015-16 school years from the CDE
website to represent student academic achievement levels.
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Survey Data Collection
The researcher conducted a search of the CDE website to identify schools that
met the study criteria. Next, the researcher called each corresponding district to gain
authorization to collect data from the appropriate school sites under its jurisdiction.
Verification of the district approval was also requested in email form from a district-level
administrator. Upon district approval, each school site principal was contacted via
telephone for the purposes of introductions and to explain the purpose of the research and
the data collection process for personnel surveys and student achievement data.
Each respective school site administrator was sent an email that included
encrypted hyperlinks and a cover letter to be disseminated to administrator and teacher
study participants. Each cover letter communicated the purpose of the study, highlighted
that participation was voluntary, noted the approximate 20-minute time requirement to
take the survey, provided the study timeframe, and assured complete anonymity would be
preserved, even from their site administrators. A follow-up email was sent two weeks
following the initial email. The encoded hyperlinks were connected to
SurveyMonkey.com, which facilitated associating each participate with his or her
respective school site. Upon receipt of all survey responses, all data were downloaded
into an Excel file.
Student Academic Achievement Data
All student academic achievement data were taken directly from the publicly
accessible CDE website. The CAASPP data for ELA and mathematics for the 2014-15
and 2015-16 school years were used to investigate student performance.
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Data Analysis
AO and OCBs are both school site traits (Hoy, 2005). As such, the teacher and
administrator responses from the SAOS and the OCBS were aggregated to the school
level for analysis. ELA and mathematics data were taken from the school CAASPP
2014/2015 and 2015/2016 data on the CDE website to represent student academic
achievement levels.
Data Analysis for Research Question 1
Research Question 1 was: What is the relationship between principal and teacher
academic optimism and student achievement in California high-poverty charter schools
that serve secondary students?
Descriptive statistics. The mean scores and standard deviations for the SAOS
and its respective scales were calculated and tabled so they could be observed and
compared, and the variance in each mean could be inspected.
Inferential statistics. Pearson’s correlation coefficient, r, is a measure of the
strength of relationship between two variables made by the same group of participants
(Mertler & Charles, 2008). Individual item mean score analysis via the Pearson
correlation coefficient was used to determine the relationship between teacher and
principal AO, as measured by the SAOS scores, and academic achievement as measured
by the 2014-15 and 2015-16 test results. The data were analyzed to determine the
relationship between the levels of AO and student performance.
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Data Analysis for Research Question 2
Research Question 2 was: What is the relationship between principal and teacher
organizational citizenship behaviors and student achievement in California high-poverty
charter schools that serve secondary students?
Descriptive statistics. The mean scores and standard deviations for the OCBS
result were calculated and tabled so they could be observed and compared, and the
variance in each mean could be inspected.
Inferential statistics. Individual item mean score comparison analysis via the
Pearson correlation coefficient was also used to determine the relationship between
teacher and administrator OCBs, as measured by the OCBS scores and academic
achievement as measured by the 2014/2015 and 2015/2016 CDE results. The data were
analyzed to determine the relationship between the levels of OCBs and student
performance.
Data Analysis for Research Question 3
Research Question 3 was: What is the predictive relationship between teacher and
principal academic optimism and organizational citizenship behaviors in terms of student
academic achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve secondary
students?
Inferential statistics. Multiple regression is a process of predicting the value of
one variable from the value of another variable (Mertler & Charles, 2008). Multiple
regression analysis was used to compare the mean levels of teacher and principal AO, as
measured by the SAOS, and teacher and principal OCBs, as measured by the OCBS,
related to student performance as measured by the 2014-15 and 2015-16 CDE CAASPP
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data. The results of the calculations were placed in a table and the strength of the
relationships inspected to determine if the variables of AO and OCBs were predictors of
academic performance.
In addition, the Coefficient of Determination (R2) was used to assess the
variability between factors. The Coefficient of Determination (R2), is a statistical
method that explains how much of the variability of a factor can be caused or explained
by its relationship to another factor (Business Dictionary.com, 2016). The closer to 1.0
that R2 is, the more stable the predictive value.
Limitations
Due to the fact that some of the selected charter schools served both primary and
secondary grades, teacher-student interactions could differ in schools that served primary
and secondary students versus only secondary schools. A difference could also exist in
schools that served grades 7 and 8 or grades 7 through 12 compared to those serving
grades 9-12. This difference in teacher-student interaction could largely stem from
variations in student maturity level due to age. This variation in teacher-student
interaction could impact the teacher responses on the SAOS in the areas of collective
efficacy and trust.
The 2014-15 and 2015-16 CAASPP data in the areas of ELA and mathematics
were used to gauge student achievement. Due to lack of data availability, this study
neither investigated nor controlled for the school demographics of class size, teacher
experience, or student-to-teacher ratios, which could impact academic performance.
Finally, this study concedes that the family self-reporting process for household
income could impact the accuracy of CDE’s FRL data.
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Summary
This chapter presented a rationale for why each instrument and method was
chosen and how each were thoroughly vetted to enhance the credibility of the findings.
This study sought to uncover any existing relationships between teacher and principal AO
as measured by the SAOS and teacher and principal OCBs as measured by the OCBS in
California high-poverty schools that serve secondary students. Chapter IV discusses the
relationships between the variables as well as the predictive nature of AO and OCBs to
student performance in California high-poverty schools that serve secondary students.
Chapter V presents a summary of the key findings, as well as implications for action and
recommendations for future study.
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS
This study sought to understand if the school traits of academic optimism (AO)
and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) directly related to student performance
in high-poverty charter schools that serve secondary grade students in California. Prior to
the presentation of the specific methods of data analysis, this chapter provides an
overview of the constructs of AO and OCB and restates the purpose of the study, research
questions, population, sample, instrumentation used, and data collection procedures. This
chapter concludes with a detailed report and explanation of the findings of this study.
Overview
AO and OCBs were examined at the school-level. AO was defined as a
tridimensional, unified construct that included the dimensions of collective efficacy,
faculty trust of students and parents, and academic emphasis. OCBs were defined as
prosocial behaviors that extended beyond the job description. Within the school setting
these behaviors included undirected substitute teacher support, innovative and creative
instructional efforts, voluntary new teacher assistance, student tutoring, and out-of-pocket
financial assistance for classroom aids or student needs. Schoolwide student performance
levels were determined by retrieving the California Assessment of Student Performance
and Progress (CAASPP) results for the 2014-15 and 2015-16 school years in the areas of
English language arts (ELA) and mathematics (math).
To determine the level of AO, the School Academic Optimism Survey (SAOS)
was used. OCB levels were assessed by the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale
(OCBS). The results were analyzed to determine if a relationship existed between AO
and student performance and if a relationship existed between OCBs and student
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performance. Additionally, the data were analyzed to determine if AO and OCBs levels
could be used to predict school performance outcomes.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative, correlational study was to determine the
relationship between teacher and principal academic optimism, as measured by the
School Academic Optimism Survey (SAOS), teacher and principal organizational
citizenship behaviors, as measured by the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale
(OCBS), and student academic achievement, as measured by the California Assessment
of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP), in California high-poverty charter
schools that served secondary students.
Research Questions
This study was guided by the following three research questions:
1. What is the relationship between principal and teacher AO and student
achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve
secondary students?
2. What is the relationship between principal and teacher OCBs and student
achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve
secondary students?
3. What is the predictive relationship between principal and teacher AO and
OCBs in terms of student academic achievement in California highpoverty charter schools that serve secondary students?
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Population and Sample
The population of this study was California charter schools that serve highpoverty secondary grade students. The study included schools that served grades
kindergarten through eight, kindergarten through twelve, six through eight, and seven
through twelve. This research utilized a purposeful convenience sample of schools in the
Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, Mendocino, Oakland, Alameda, San Francisco,
Stanislaus, and San Joaquin counties. The researcher used a combination of telephone,
email, and direct contact to solicit participation and collect the study data. Participants
from each school consisted of the principal and three teachers. All participants
completed the SAOS and OCBS to measure the school site levels of AO and OCBs.
Presentation and Analysis of Data
This study investigated whether the school traits of AO and OCBs correlated with
student performance in California high-poverty charter schools that served secondary
students. Specifically, this study examined whether school site principal and teacher AO
correlated with student performance outcomes. Additionally, this study investigated
whether school site principal and teacher OCBs related to student performance. Lastly,
this study sought to determine if school site AO and OCBs levels could be used to predict
student performance outcomes.
The SAOS was used to calculate AO levels at each school site. The SAOS is a
30-item survey used to measure the three unified dimensions of AO, collective efficacy,
faculty trust of students and parents, and academic emphasis. Twelve items were
designed to measure collective efficacy, 10 items measured faculty trust of students and
parents, and 8 items measured academic emphasis. Respondents answered the questions
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from the collective efficacy and faculty trust of students and parents scales using a 6point, Likert-styled format that ranged from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Each
response was converted to a number ranging from one to six, with one being used for
Strongly Disagree and six being Strongly Agree. Six of the twelve collective efficacy
items and one of the faculty trust of students and parents items were negatively worded
requiring the numerical conversion to be completed in reverse, utilizing one for Strongly
Agree and six for Strongly Disagree. Items from the academic emphasis scale utilized a
4-point, Likert-type scale ranging from Rarely Occurs to Very Often Occurs. The
responses were also numerically converted with Rarely Occurs equaling one and Very
Often Occurs equaling four. No items were negatively worded so reversal of the numeric
conversion was not necessary.
OCBs levels were determined by having all participants complete the 12-question
OCBS. The OCBS used a 6-point, Likert-styled format with responses ranging from
Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Each response received a numerical conversion
with one for Strongly Disagree and six for Strongly Agree. Two of the 12 OCBS
questions were negatively worded requiring a reversal of the numerical conversion.
Four participants from each school site comprised of the principal and three
teachers individually took the SAOS and OCBS. The SAOS and OCBS were both
administered electronically through the online survey platform SurveyMonkey.com.
Both the AO and OCBs were school-level traits so each individual’s score was calculated
and then averaged at the school level to determine the AO and OCBs scores for each
participating school. Student performance levels were determined by using the 2014-15
and 2015-16 CAASPP scores for the 25 schools that participated in the study.
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The data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS).
Descriptive statistics were calculated for student performance in ELA and math, AO, and
OCBs. The mean school scores for ELA and math for the 2014-15 and 2015-16 school
years were obtained by combining the percentage of students achieving Standard Met and
Standard Exceeded for the CAASPP for the respective academic school years.
Determining the AO scores for each school site required a three step process, first
all SAOS responses were converted to numeric responses. Second, the standardized
scores of the averages from each of the three dimensions (collective efficacy, faculty trust
of students and parents, and academic emphasis) were calculated. The standardized
scores for the three dimensions of AO were established by using the following
computation developed by Hoy et al. (2006):
•

Standard score for collective efficacy (SSCE)= [100x(CE-3.96)/.33+500

•

Standard score for faculty trust (SSFT)= [100x(FT-3.65)/.39+500

•

Standard score for academic emphasis (SSAE)=[AE-2.75)/.26+500

Lastly, the sum of the respective standardized scores from each dimension was divided
by three to determine the school site’s AO score:
•

Academic Optimism = [(SSCE)+(SSFT)+(SSAE)] divided by 3.

Computing the OCBs score required a four-step process. The first step was to
convert all OCBS responses to numbers. Second, the average school item score (ASIS)
was computed for each of the 12 items. This was accomplished by adding the scores of
each item and dividing by the number of respondents who provided an answer for the
item. Third, to compute the OCBS score, all ASIS were added and divided by 12 (the
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number of items in the OCBS. The last step in establishing the OCBs score for each
school site was to complete the following computation:
•

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors = [100*(OCB-3.69)/.19]+500

The mean school level values for AO and OCBs were determined through the
average of the calculated SAOS and OCBS scores of the 25 participating schools. Table
1 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the variables of student performance in ELA and
math, and the AO and OCBs score.
Table 1
Descriptive Data (N=25)

English Language Arts
2014-15 School Year
2015-16 School Year
Mathematics
2014-15 School Year
2015-16 School Year
OCBs Score
AO Score

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

SD

11
11

80
85

42.64
48.44

20.19
22.23

1
0
71.05
205.70

59
74
1650.00
1046.16

28.28
29.48
1075.41
687.20

19.34
23.06
381.67
241.91

Table 2 illustrates the correlation coefficient, r, between the variables of AO and
ELA, AO and math, OCBs and ELA, and OCBs and math for the 2014-15 and 2015-16
school years. Specifically, r denoted the strength and direction of the linear relationships
between the identified variables. A perfect positive linear relationship between two
variables equals an exact correlation of +1.0 (2010, Rumsey). In contrast, a perfect
negative linear relationship between two variables equals exactly -1.0 (2010). According
to Goehring (1981), anything below ±.20 was a negligible relationship, between ±.20 and
±.40 was a low level of relationship, between ±.40 and ±.70 was a moderate relationship,
and anything above ±.70 represented a strong relationship.
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Table 2
OCBs and AO Correlations with CAASPP ELA and Math Scores
OCBS
OCBS
SAOS
ELA 2014-15
ELA 2015-16
Math 2014-15
Math 2015-16

1

SAOS
.86**
1

ELA
2014-15
.53**
.77**
1

2015-16
.50*
.78**
.96**
1

Math
2014-15
2015-16
.59**
.55**
.82**
.78**
.88**
.83**
.87**
.83**
1
.97**
1

Note. *p<.05; **p<.01
Scatterplots visually illustrating the statistical relationships associated with the
findings in Table 2 are provided in Appendix G.
Findings Associated with Research Question 1
Research Question 1 was: What is the relationship between principal and teacher
academic optimism and student achievement in California high-poverty charter schools
that serve secondary students?
The findings of this study indicated that school site levels of AO as measured by
the SAOS had a strong positive correlation to student performance on the CAASPP in
ELA and math. For the 2014-15 school year, AO had a correlation of .77 with ELA and
.82 with math, both of which were statistically significant at the .01 level. Similar results
were found when analyzing the 2015-16 results, noting a coefficient of .78 with AO for
both ELA and math, which were both statistically significant at the .01 level meaning
there was less than a 1% probability that the results were due to chance or other
circumstances.
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Findings Associated with Research Question 2
The findings associated with this analysis, as demonstrated in Table 2, indicated
that OCBs as measured by the OCBS and student achievement, taken from the 2014-15
CAASPP results, were moderately correlated for ELA with an r value of .53 and with
math with an r value of .59; both of these were statistically significant at the .01 level.
OCBs and student achievement also show a moderate correlation in the 2015-16 school
year, with an r value of .50 for ELA and .55 for math; the ELA correlation was
statistically significant at the .05 level and math was statistically significant at the .01
level, meaning there was less that a 5% probability for ELA and a 1% probability for
math that the results were due to chance or other circumstances.
Findings Associated with Research Question 3
The third research question of this study sought to determine if AO and OCBs
levels could be used to predict student performance: What is the predictive relationship
between principal and teacher AO and OCBs in terms of student academic achievement
in California high-poverty charter schools that serve secondary students?
To measure the predictive relationship between the independent variables of AO
and OCBs and the dependent variable of student performance as demonstrated by
CAASPP proficiency in ELA and math, a regression analysis was conducted. Restated,
the coefficient of determination, R2 was calculated to assess the relationship between the
variation of AO/OCBs results and any existing variation between student performance
outcomes in both ELA and math in California high-poverty charter schools that served
secondary grade students. The closer the R2 value was to 1.0, the greater the proportion
of variance was accounted for by the independent variables. As independent variables
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can only be used to predict the relationship with one dependent variable in this type of
analysis, only the 2015-16 school year data were analyzed to gauge predictability
between the constructs of AO/OCBs and student performance (Table 3).
Table 3
OCBs and AO Regression with CAASPP ELA and Math Scores
ELA
(2015-16)
OCBs
AO
Total R2
F

B
.12
-.04

Math
(2015-16)
β
1.34
-.65

.72
28.90**

B
.11
-.03

β
1.17
-.45

.67
21.85**

To best understand the usefulness of R2, the output was converted to a percentage.
As such, Table 3 illustrates that the AO and OCBs scores accounted for 72% of the
variance in ELA proficiency rates and for 67% in math proficiency rates. These resulted
indicated that AO and OCBs were relatively good predictors of academic performance.
Summary
The findings of this study demonstrated a strong, positive correlation between
school site AO levels and student performance, and between OCBs and student academic
performance in ELA and math. The findings also demonstrated a moderate, positive
correlation between OCBs and student academic performance in ELA and math. Lastly,
the findings of this study demonstrated that AO and OCB levels were relatively good
predictors of ELA and math in secondary charter schools.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
In the wake of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the 1966 50-state Coleman study
examined the educational disposition of over 600,000 U.S. ethnic minority and Caucasian
students from urban, suburban, rural, and metropolitan areas. The 737-page report
concluded that familial poverty relegated a student’s academic achievement to low
(Coleman et al., 1966). Even further, Coleman concluded that no school-based
intervention could counteract the regulating hold that a low socioeconomic status held on
student performance. Since the 1966 widely accepted Coleman decision rendered school
effort’s moot in the face of student familial poverty, educational researchers and
practitioners began to seek remedies that would rebuff the contention that poor kids could
not be academically high achievers. Refusing to abandon the commitment that schools
could be both high-poverty and high-achieving, a long lineage of psychologists,
educators, policymakers, and social scientists sought to be disruptors to Coleman’s claim.
This lineage began with Albert Bandura et al. (1961) who were the first to challenge the
notion that learning required repetition or a direct response to stimuli. Bandura’s work on
vicarious reinforcement spawned social learning theory (SLT), which evolved into social
cognitive theory (SCT) as Bandura surmised that cognition took place between
observation and action (Bandura, 1963; Bandura, 1977). Bandura (1994) also uncovered
that mastery experience and a personal evaluation of potential success or failure impacted
an individual’s motivation, coining the dynamic of self-efficacy.
As learning theories developed, educational practitioners simultaneously began to
identify the best practices of high-poverty, high-achieving schools that were outliers to
the Coleman study. The result was Edmonds’ (1982) effective schools research. In the
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shadow of World War II, psychologists shifted their efforts from solely using psychology
to treat mental disease and dissociative behaviors toward the more positive aspects of
human experience. Psychologist Martin Seligman developed positive psychology and
learned optimism (Seligman et al., 1986; Seligman, 2002). Seligman posited that
optimism could be both learned and practiced. His work found that optimistic people
viewed setbacks as temporary, focused on desired outcomes, and believed that effort and
commitment could overcome most adverse conditions (Seligman, 2006). Seligman
(2002) proved that a taxonomy existed with the human states of happiness, motivation,
depression, mindset, and self-determination.
Hoy (2005) identified three interconnected dimensions, collective efficacy,
faculty trust of students and parents, and academic emphasis, that developed the unified
construct called academic optimism (AO). AO was a blended interpretation of SLT,
SCT, effective schools research, learned optimism, positive psychology and self-efficacy.
Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) took root in the corporate setting.
OCBs were identified as extra-role or prosocial workplace behaviors that “lubricate the
machinery” of a highly functioning organization (Bateman et al., 1983). Within the
school setting, these behaviors included new teacher and substitute teacher mentoring,
student tutoring beyond classroom hours, innovation in classroom instruction, and
personally paying for instructional materials.
This research sought to fill the pedagogical knowledge gap regarding whether the
school traits associated with the educational constructs of AO and OCBs were linked to
student performance in high-poverty, secondary charter schools in California. The
purpose of this quantitative, correlational study was to determine the relationship between
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teacher and principal AO, as measured by the School Academic Optimism Survey
(SAOS) and student achievement. Additionally, the study sought to determine if teacher
and principal OCBs, as measured by the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale
(OCBS) and student academic achievement were correlated. Lastly, this study sought to
understand if school site AO and OCB levels could serve as a reliable predictor for
student performance outcomes.
Student achievement levels were measured by the California Assessment of
Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP), using the 2014-15 and 2015-16 results.
The high-poverty qualifier was that at least 50% of the student population qualified for
the free or reduced-price lunch (FRL) program. Student achievement levels and FRL
data were taken directly from the California Department of Education (CDE) website.
The following questions served to guide this research:
1. What is the relationship between principal and teacher AO and student
achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve secondary
students?
2. What is the relationship between principal and teacher OCBs and student
achievement in California high-poverty charter schools that serve secondary
students?
3. What is the predictive relationship between principal and teacher AO and
OCBs in terms of student academic achievement in California high-poverty
charter schools that serve secondary students?
Of the 1,179 charter schools within the state of California, 297met the study
criteria. Of this target population, 25 schools voluntarily participated as the research
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sample. From each participating school, four staff members comprised of the principal
and three teachers were selected to complete the SAOS and OCBS. Special care was
taken to ensure that all participants retained complete anonymity. The lead researcher
was the sole individual with direct knowledge of the study participants. This strategy
was used to encourage candor in responses and to protect each participant and
participating school from any potential work-related or public opinion repercussions.
Each participant was provided an informed consent letter as well as a Participants Bill of
Rights. As both AO and OCBs were school-level traits, the participant responses were
aggregated for each respective school site to determine the SAOS and OCBS scores for
each school.
The SAOS is a 30-question survey instrument developed to gauge the present
levels of AO. The SAOS measured the dimensions of collective efficacy, faculty trust of
students and parents, and academic emphasis. The OCBS is a 12-question survey
instrument designed to measure the school personnel’s OCBs. OCBs were extravocational behaviors of the instructional staff, such as instructional creativity and
innovation, voluntarily mentoring new teachers and substitute staff, timeliness, the
willingness to tutor students beyond instructional time, and paying for classroom
materials out-of-pocket.
Major Findings
Research Question 1
AO had a strong, positive correlation to student performance outcomes in both
English Language Arts (ELA) and mathematics (math) in California high-poverty charter
schools that served secondary grade students. The correlation coefficient, or r value,
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between the variables of AO and student performance in ELA was .77 and .78 for the
2014-15 and 2015-16 school years, respectively. In math the results were equally strong
with r values of .82 and .78 for the same study periods. This indicated a strong
relationship between AO scores and student performance levels in ELA and math,
meaning that as schools’ AO levels increased, so did their student academic performance.
The results were statistically significant, meaning there was less than a 1% probability
that the findings occurred as a result of chance.
Research Question 2
OCBS scores demonstrated a positive and moderate correlation to student
performance levels in ELA and math in California high-poverty charter schools that
served secondary students. The correlation coefficient, r, between the OCBS and student
CAASPP scores in ELA were .53 for 2014-15 and .50 for 2015-16. The r value between
the OCBS and CAASPP scores in math was .59 for 2014-15 and .55 for 2015-16. This
indicated a moderate relationship between OCBS scores and student performance levels
in ELA and math, meaning that as schools’ OCBS levels increased, so did their student
academic performance. The results were statistically significant, meaning there was less
than a 5% probability that the findings occurred as a result of chance.
Research Question 3
Research Question 3 sought to determine if AO and OCB scores could be used to
predict student performance results in ELA and math. To answer this research question,
AO and OCB scores served as the independent variables used to predict the 2015-16
school year scores, which were the dependent variable. The findings of the research
model indicated that AO and OCBs scores were a reliable predictor of student ELA and
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math performance scores for California high-poverty secondary charter schools. AO and
OCB scores accounted for 72% of the variance in student performance in ELA, and 67%
of the variance in math.
Due to the findings associated with Research Question 3, the following
predictions could be reasonably assumed:
•

AO and OCBs values in the 28th percentile would predict that 33.3% of the
students in schools meeting the study criteria would meet/exceed the CAASPP
ELA standard and 15.3% would meet/exceed the respective math standard.

•

AO and OCBs values in the 67th percentile would predict that 59.7% of the
students in schools meeting the study criteria would meet/exceed the CAASPP
ELA standard and 40.8% would meet/exceed the respective math standard.

•

AO and OCBs values in the 83rd percentile would predict that 64.8% of the
students in schools meeting the study criteria would meet/exceed the CAASPP
ELA standard and 46.8% would meet/exceed the respective math standard.

The findings of this study also demonstrated that AO had a stronger correlation to
ELA and math than OCBs. AO had correlation coefficients of .77 and .78 in ELA and
.82 and .78 in math, which was interpreted as AO demonstrating a strong correlation to
ELA and math. OCBs had correlation coefficients of .53 and .50 for ELA and .59 and
.55 math, which was interpreted as a moderate correlation. The researcher assumed this
existing discrepancy demonstrated that the AO dimensions of academic emphasis, faculty
trust of students and parents, and collective efficacy had a stronger relationship with
student performance outcomes than the extra vocational behaviors resulting from OCBs.
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Conclusions
In 1966 when the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare
commissioned James Coleman and a cadre of researchers from Johns Hopkins University
to examine the educational disposition of the African American population, no one
expected the team would shock the educational world by concluding that in the face of
familial poverty, schools did not matter (Coleman et al., 1966). This study initiated a
lineage of research beginning with Bandura’s work on vicarious reinforcement with
social learning theory, social cognitive theory and self-efficacy to disprove Coleman’s
findings (Bandura et al., 1961; Bandura, 1963; Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1994). After
Bandura, came works on effective schools by Edmond (1982), positive psychology and
learned optimism by Seligman (1986; 2002), and finally, Hoy (2005) integrated all of the
previous findings and applied them to the educational setting to develop AO. Bateman
and Organ (1983) and Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) began studying how specific extra
vocational employee behaviors provided an advantage to some organizations and
developed the concept of OCBs. DiPaola, Tarter, and Hoy (2005) understood how the
connectedness of the two frameworks, AO (mindset) and OCBs (action), could be an
effective prescription for encouraging high academic performance within a high-poverty
school setting. The findings of this study extend DiPaola et al.’s (2005) work by
examining the correlation between AO and OCBs to student performance in California
high-poverty charter schools.
This study found that AO and OCBs both positively correlated to student
performance, and that the combination of the two constructs could be used to predict
student performance within the high-poverty charter school setting in California. Based
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upon the findings of this study, it was concluded that the attitude of both the principal and
teachers toward students directly related to student performance outcomes. The data
were both clear and strong. The study showed that when principals and teachers believed
their instructional ability could produce high levels of academic mastery beyond the
outside influences of poverty, their students were more likely to achieve at higher levels.
Sadly, the inverse was also true; as principal and teacher AO declined, so did student
performance. Exposing disadvantaged students to a cadre of educators with little to no
belief in their ability to master the curriculum was associated with lower student
performance. Low-income students can and do achieve at high levels. The results of this
study indicated a strong relationship between the academic performance outcomes and
the teacher and principal AO present at the school site. Although the study could not
determine causation, the findings allowed the researcher to conclude that high-poverty
students should be taught by teachers who believe in the students and should be led by
principals whose actions demonstrate a commitment to academic excellence.
Implications for Action
The findings of this study led the research to identify several implications for
action that could be taken by high-poverty, secondary charter schools in California.
Because of education’s connectedness to vocational access, social mobility, incarceration
rates, and quality of life, these findings aggressive actions were suggested:
1. The SAOS should be given to all teachers and administrators who apply for
positions in California high-poverty charter schools that serve secondary
grade students. Only teachers and administrators with individual AO score of
836 or above (80th percentile) should be hired for that the school site. All
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other personnel should be considered for other schools not meeting the highpoverty threshold. If positions in such schools are not available, the candidate
should not be hired.
2. California governing boards, superintendents, and policymakers should
employ the SAOS within all high-poverty, secondary charter schools to better
understand academic performance disparities between schools with similar
personnel staffing and facilities-based supports.
3. California teacher and administrator credentialing programs should include
the SAOS to make appropriate placement decisions for student teaching and
administrator training.
4. Professional development in high-poverty secondary charter schools in
California must focus on increasing the school site’s collective efficacy,
faculty trust of parents and teachers, and press for academic achievement.
Since the findings of this study demonstrated a strong correlation between
student academic performance and AO, increasing principal and teacher AO
could potentially increase student academic performance outcomes.
Understanding how to better improve the performance outcomes for students in
high-poverty areas will always be fertile ground for administrators, teachers,
policymakers, governing boards, and the broader educational community. Because
charter schools serve a higher percentage of low-income students than their traditional
school counterparts, the findings of this study translated to a moral imperative for
California secondary charter school educators. Secondary charter school administrators,
governing boards, and district-level authorizing governing boards must immediately
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gauge and cultivate the tenants of AO and OCBs within the school site, and in some cases
should restructure, reassign, or retrain personnel. Within the healthcare setting, pairing
based on patient need and doctor ability is done everyday to save lives. Pairing highpoverty secondary charter school students with high-AO scoring teachers and
administrators could also be a lifesaving measure.
Recommendations for Further Research
The practicality of conducting and completing research requires that each study
have limits related to methodology; for this study, those limits related to geographical
access to participants, time, and financial considerations. This study sought to best
understand the relationships of AO and student achievement, OCBs and student
achievement, and whether present levels of AO and OCBs in the school site could serve
as a reliable predictor of student outcomes. The goal was to understand how these school
traits, through the lens of the principal and teachers, related to student performance in
high-poverty secondary charter schools in California. This examination could be further
amplified by conducting the following future research:
1. This study measured the present levels of the school traits of AO and OCBs
by requiring the principals and teachers to complete the SAOS and OCBS.
Future research could measure the school traits of AO and OCBs through the
lens of the parents and other stakeholders by having them complete the SAOS
and OCBS in lieu of the school site educators.
2. Future research could be conducted utilizing a qualitative methodology,
(observations, interviews, focus groups, etc.) instead of the quantitative SAOS
and OCBS tools to assess the levels of AO and OCBs in each charter school site.
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3. School site participants ranged from school sizes as small as 200 students to as
large as 1,700 students. Future researchers should consider retooling the study to
limit the school sizes to populations of 500 or less. This school size limitation
would highlight whether the AO dimensions of faculty trust of students and
parents was impacted by the number of students at the school site.
4. It is recommended that this study be replicated limiting the population to charter
middle schools. This restructure would foster a determination of whether student
age (middle versus middle and high school) creates an inherent disparity in the
levels of student-teacher trust, which was a dimension of AO.
5. Conducting this study utilizing only high school participants would also enhance
the understanding of whether educating more mature students positively
correlated the trust element of AO.
6. It is also recommended that this study be conducted comparing the AO and
OCBs levels of charter schools with a college preparatory academic focus to all
other seat time charter school programs. The AO dimension of academic
emphasis may differ between school settings with the mission of college
acceptance as compared to vocational or general education settings.
7. Independent study and seat time charter school programs have significant
differences in the areas of student-teacher relationships relative to actual face-toface time with the students as well as different instructional delivery methods. A
follow up study to determine if the AO dimensions of faculty trust and academic
emphasis differ between the two types of school settings would be highly
valuable to the present educational knowledge.
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8. It is highly recommended that this study be replicated in its exact form. This
would allow for a comparative analysis of the study findings.
Concluding Remarks and Reflections
This study was exhausting, rewarding, and simultaneously one of the most
important endeavors of my personal and professional effort to provide access to a
population of families that begin with so little. Access to high-quality education is the
foundation of a scaffold that can lift people beyond their present circumstance and disrupt
a familial history rife with high unemployment, low wages, and a menial existence. As a
principal currently serving in the California high-poverty, secondary charter school
setting, I maintain a personal responsibility to continuously improve our collective staff
actions toward excellence. This work is another step toward that mission.
Translating the findings of this study into everyday practice is the most important
application of this research. In 1966, Coleman and his colleagues at Johns Hopkins
University concluded that in the face of educating students from high-poverty homes,
schools did not matter; their academic performance was regulated to low. I boldly
contradict that result and proclaim that school practices can produce high-achieving highpoverty students. The findings of this study implore us to foster organizational
development in ways that promote collective efficacy; engender trust between faculty,
students, and parents; and funnel our actions toward a press for academic achievement.
Extra-vocational employee behaviors that produce advantages in customer service,
instructional practice, and student performance must be celebrated to encourage
replication. AO and OCBs make it clear that the efficacy of the organization is a growing
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organism and not merely the talent of select individuals within the organization who have
the greatest impact on elevating the academic performance outcomes of students.
I challenge all California high-poverty, secondary charter educators that have
been exposed to this examination to act on behalf of their families by administering the
AOS and OCBS as part of a prescription to improve their student outcomes.
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APPENDIX E: PARTICIPANT LETTER AND INFORMED CONSENT
Hello fellow Educators:
I am a doctoral student at Brandman University conducting an examination of teacher
and administrator Academic Optimism, Organizational Citizenship Behaviors and
academic achievement. You were chosen to participate because you are either a teacher
or an administrator that serves California, high poverty, secondary charter school
students.
PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to determine the relationship between teacher
and administrator Academic Optimism, teacher and administrator Organizational
Citizenship Behaviors and student academic achievement in California high poverty
charter schools that serve secondary grade students.
PROCEDURES: If you decide to participate you will be emailed a link to a survey that
will take approximately10-15 minutes to complete. Answering each question will make
your responses the most useful. At all times you retain the right to cease participation in
this process without penalty of any kind.
RISKS, INCONVENIENCES AND DISCOMFORTS: There are no known risks or
discomforts associated with your participation in this study. The only slight
inconvenience that exists is the 10 – 15 minute time requirement associated with
completing the survey.
POTENTIAL BENEFITS: This request and no other communication are meant to
extend a promise of personal benefit for your participation. However, the study findings
are meant to inform educators and policymakers of the best practices and school traits
that influence high academic achievement with low-income, California secondary grade
charter school students.
ANONYMITY: Your personal information will remain anonymous and kept completely
confidential being accessible to only the principal researcher and research support
personnel.
Participating in this 10-15 minute survey constitutes consent to participate in the study.
Your participation is very valuable and highly appreciated. If you have any questions
please don’t hesitate to call me directly at (760) 552-2013 or email
King2405@mail.brandman.edu. You can also contact Brandman University’s
Institutional Review Board at (949) 341-9937. Thank you so much for taking time to
complete this short survey!
Much appreciated,

Derek King
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Derek King, Principal Researcher
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APPENDIX F: INFORMED CONSENT AND CONFIDENTIALITY FORM
RESEARH STUDY TITLE: Disrupting Poverty: The impact of Academic Optimism
and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors in California high poverty, charter schools that
serve secondary grade students.
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Derek King, Doctoral Candidate.
TITLE OF CONSENT FORM: Research Participant’s Informed Consent and
Confidentiality form.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY: The purpose of this quantitative, correlational study is to
identify any relationship between teacher and administrator Academic Optimism,
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors, poverty and student achievement in California
high poverty schools that serve secondary grade students. You along with other
educators that work in similar setters are invited to participate in a 10 – 15 minute
anonymous survey. At all times you retain the right to discontinue participation without
penalty of any kind. By agreeing to participate you will receive an email with a link to a
survey that will take approximately 10 – 15 minutes to complete.
I understand that:
a. There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this study. The only
slight inconvenience is the 10-15 minutes it requires to complete the survey.
b. There are no direct personal benefits to you associated with your participation.
The findings from this study are intended to inform educators, policymakers and
researchers on teacher and administrator traits and actions associated with
enhanced academic achievement in California, high poverty charter schools that
serve secondary grade students.
c. I understand that I will not receive any compensation for my participation.
d. I understand that I may refuse to participate or withdraw at any time without
penalty.
e. I understand that my personal information will remain anonymous only available
to the principal researcher and research support personnel.
f. If I have any questions regarding my participation I may contact Derek King at
King2405@mail.brandman.edu or by calling (760)552-2013.
g. I acknowledge that I received a copy of this form and Participant Letter and
Informed Consent form.
h. All participants will receive a copy of the Brandman University Institutional
Review Board Participant’s Bill of Rights.
I have read and understand the above and hereby voluntarily consent to participate and
the expressed procedures.
________________________________________
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_________________

Signature of Participant or Responsible Party

Date

________________________________________
Signature of Principal Investigator

__________________
Date

Brandman University IRB September 2016
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